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ABUSES AND DISRUPTIONS OF THE ELECTED 
FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 


INTRODUCTION 


Elected farmer committees are responsible for administering seven 
major agricultural programs involving billions of dollars in Govern- 
ment funds and property. These programs include the $1.2 billion 
soil-bank program in operation this fiscal year. 

The elected farmer committee system is a proven, established system 
of administration. It has a record of high accomplishment. It has 
handled billions of dollars with full safeguard of the public interest 
during the last 22 years. 

Since early 1953, basic changes have been made in the elected farmer 
committee system by administrative decree. These have reduced 
authority of the farmer committees. An arbitrary pattern of opera- 
tion has been imposed upon the counties by Washington. 

If followed to its logical end, this pattern could administratively 
sterilize the elected farmer committee system, and permit the rise of 
a bureaucracy and patronage system reaching into every rural com- 
munity of America. 

Complaints against these changes have been made. Concern as to 
the fate of the elected farmer committees has been expressed. Abuses 
of the system have been charged. 

This 1s a report of hearings on an investigation into charges of abuse 
of the committee system by appointive officials, and on 8. 544, a bill 
to strengthen the grassroots character of farm program administration. 


I. Brier History or THE FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 


The farmer committee system of administering farm programs was 
born in the agouizing distress of low prices, low income, dried-up 
markets, and overburdening mortgage debt which characterized the 
agricultural depression of the late twenties and early thirties. 

In discussions of that day, the question arose as to how a program of 
economic aid that would touch every farmer in the country could be 
administered without “hordes of bureaucrats’? descending upon the 
land. 

The idea of having committees, groups, or associations of farmers 
administer the early adjustment ‘and income- lifting programs origi- 
nated with M. L. Wilson. Mr. Wilson was head of the De partment of 
Agricultural Economics at Montana State College at the time. He 
had been one of the most active of the agricultural leaders of the day 
in working with Congress and others to produce measures making it 
possible for agriculture to live more nearly on an economic par with 
other groups. He since has retired from the Department of Agricul- 
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2 THE ELECTED FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 


ture after a long and productive career which has brought him high 
honor and esteem. 
TWO IMPORTANT CONCEPTS 


The first working system of farmer committees grew out of discus- 
sions between Mr. Wilson, Heary Wallace, and Chester Davis, though 
a number of other leaders of the day had supporting roles. 

From the beginning, the committee system has been characterized 
by two important concepts: (1) The democratic process of electing 
committeemen in counties and communities, and (2) the belief that 
the person best able to administer a farm program in the most practical 
way, with the most beneficial long term results, is the farmer himself. 

his system was given legal authority in the Agricultural Adjust- 
mens 7% of 1933, approved May 12 of that year. Title I, section 10 
(b) said: 


The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to establish 
for the more effective administration of the functions vested 
in him by this title, State and local committees, or associa- 
tions of producers, and to permit cooperative associations of 
producers, when in his judgment they are qualified to do so, 
to act as agents of their members and patrons in connec- 
tion with the distribution of rental or benefit payments. 


THE EARLY COMMITTEES 


On passage of this act, farmer committees were formed in all sec- 
tions of the country. State committees were appointed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Temporary county and community com- 
mittees were first named; later elected as soon as election machinery 
was provided. 

The first committees were commodity committees—cotton, wheat, 
corn-hog, etc. They were formed wherever the commodity was pro- 
duced as a major crop. In some States and counties several commit- 
tees functioned at the same time. 

The early committees reflected the times. The program they were 
set up to administer was big, new, and the need for it was great. The 
committees were eager, determined, hard working and, in the tradition 
of rural America, were independent. 

It was a common practice for an administrator from the Washington 
office to revise, or write new regulations on the road after consultation 
with farmer committees. Also common were public meetings of 
county and community committeemen to discuss or protest action or 
regulations they may have considered wrong or unsuitable to their 
locality. 

This was a part of the independent thought and action that became 
a tradition of the grassroots system of farmer committee administra- 
tion. 

APPLYING DEMOCRACY TO AN 


ECONOMIC PROBLEM 






The farmer committee system began as an experiment. It devel- 
oped into the greatest demonstration on a mass scale of the application 
of the democratic process to an economic problem ever conducted by 
any government at any time. 

One of its chief vaiues was that the normal political patterns of an 
area did not interfere with program administration. The focus was 
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on program rather than on party. And any partisan attempts to 
upset this pattern incurred resentment. 

The temptations toward partisanship inherent in the appointive 
system were reduced, if not eliminated, by the elected committee sys- 
tem. Partisan control of farmer committees could never succeed as 
a goal of administration, because control could be achieved only by 
local ballot. 

At this early stage in its development, the committee system had 
set up a two-way flow of information and opinion between Washing- 
ton and the States and counties. The system became an important 
instrument for keeping the problems of the farmer close to the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, and the Office of the Secretary close to the farm. 


DIFFERENT FORMS AND SHADINGS 


In each major area of the country the committee system took on 
the particular form and shading which appeared best suited at the 
time. In some sections the State extension services and the county 
agents played a major role in early programs, in conjunction with 
farmer committees. In other sections, farmer committees were the 
dominant administrative force, both in program operation and in 
policy questions. The latter system was notably characteristic of 
the major Corn Belt States. 

On February 29, 1936, the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot- 
ment Act replaced the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, which 
the Supreme Court had declared unconstitutional. 

This act (sec. 8 (b)) continued the discretionary power of the 
Secretary to have farm programs administered locally by elected 
farmer committees. It said: 


* * * In carrying out the provisions of this section the 
Secretary is authorized to utilize county and community 
committees of agricultural producers and the Agricultural 
Extension Service, or other approved agencies. 


Use of elected committees became generally accepted throughout 
the country during the middle and Jate thirties. Committee dupli- 
cations which had survived the emergency organization were elim- 
inated following passage of the 1936 act. A single farmer committee 
served all commodity groups involved in any one county. 


THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL MANDATE 


The Congress mandated use of elected farmer committees for the 
first time in the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, approved on 
February 16 of that year. 

This act amended section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act. It directed the Secretary to use local and State com- 
mittees in handling of the agricultural conservation, and acreage 
allotment and marketing quota programs. It prescribed the local 
administrative areas to be used—community and county; the general 
method of electing county committees; the number of committeemen 
to serve; the composition and method of selecting State farmer com- 
mittees. The act also directed the Secretary to make such regulations 
as were necessary to carry out these provisions. 





















































4 THE ELECTED FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 


THE SYSTEM BECOMES MORE UNIFORM 


As the farmer committee system matured, the pattern of operation 
becamé more uniform. The extent of participation by elected farmers 
in administrative matters became more a question of committee choice 
and budget limitation than of direction from Washington. 

The local administrative method for many of the Southern, Western, 
and Eastern States grew into one of elected county and community 
committees working part time, in many counties with the county 
chairman administratively in charge. But in nearly every case one 
employee was selected by the county committee to handle adminis- 
trative routine. 

These administrative employees were called by various titles— 
chief clerks, head clerks, county assistants in conservation, or county 
administrative officers. Whatever the title, this employee was subject 
to the direction and will of the elected committee, and performed 
functions designated by the county committee. 

In most of the Corn Belt States the local administrative pattern 
became one of the elected county and community committees per- 
forming whatever administrative work needed to be done, with one 
or more members of the county committee in full administrative 
charge directing county operation and policy matters. County 
offices also designated a chief clerk to handle administrative detail. 


FARMER COMMITTEES MET THE CHALLENGE 


Essentially, this was the farmer committee system which met the 
challenge of surplus in the early thirties, when United States food 
consumers (total population) numbered 42 million fewer persons than 
now, and when United States food producers (persons on farms) 
numbered 10 million more than now. 

This was the committee system which met the demand for change 
at the outset of war in Europe in the late thirties. It was the system 
which, because of the grassroots character of its members, became the 
backbone of the war mobilization committees. These committees 
rationed farm machinery and other scarce materials; worked with 
draft boards on problems relating to agriculture; handled farm drives 
of every description, including the collection of scrap, encouraging 
production of special crops needed in the war, and collection of 89 
million bushels of scarce corn in the winter of 1944 to keep war indus- 
tries running. 

As N. E. Dodd, administrator of the agricultural adjustment 
program during much of the war period, told the subcommittee: 





We were the only country in history, I believe, that ever 
increased its food supply during a major war * * * 

Nobody in this country went hungry. We increased pro- 
duction of food and fiber about 40 percent, even after they 
took 5 million men off the farms of this country * * * 

Many things the committees were able to do could never 
have been accomplished otherwise. 





AN INHERITANCE TO BE PRIZED 





This also was the system which helped to maintain high production 
of food during the critical postwar years—food which enabled some 








THE ELECTED FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 5 


countries to stand off absorption by the Communist Bloc until pro- 
ductive capacity and facilities were more fully restored. 

A good many men of both parties prominent in public life came up 
through the farmer committee ranks. ‘These include a Senator, sev- 
eral Congressmen, a Secretary of Agriculture, 4 Under Secretaries of 
Agriculture, a member of the Federal Reserve Board, and 2 Assistant 
Secretaries of Agriculture, including the incumbent, Marvin McLain 
of lowa. 

This was the elected farmer committee system in effect when the 
present officials of the Department of Agriculture took office. It was 
an inheritance truly American in concept, rich in tradition, great in 
performance, and abundant in promise—an inheritance to be prized. 


Il. Events LeapInG To THE ASC INVESTIGATION 


Basic changes in the farmer committee system were announced in 
less than 3 months after the new Secretary of Agriculture, Ezra ‘Taft 
Benson, took office in January of 1953. Changes have continued 
since. 

The first came on March 25, 1953.'_ It announced that administra- 
tive authority in State and county Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration (later Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committee) 
offices would be divided between the farmer committeemen and the 
professional program administrators. 

The appointed farmers on State committees were to be responsible 
for policy matters. Full-time work by the State committeemen was 
to be stopped. State committeemen were to be paid on a when- 
actually-employed basis. A time limit of 120 days a year for chair- 
men and 80 days for members was established. State committeemen 
also were to be rotated, at least one member of the committee being 
replaced each year. 

Program operations in the State office were_to be carried out by a 
State administrative officer, working under the committee. 

Similar changes were decreed in the counties. Elected county 
committeemen were to work on a part-time basis only. 

Each county was to hire a county office manager responsible for 
carrying out day-to-day program operations. The farmer committees 
elected to administer the program were to concern themselves pri- 
marily with policy matters. 

The second basic change came on June 15, 1954.2, This imposed a 
limit of 3 years on the amount of time an elected committeeman— 
community or county—could serve without a break in service. 

It established county and community election boards to conduct 
elections and to serve as nominating committees when required. 

It prohibited elected county committeemen from acting as ‘‘em- 
ployees of their own county offices,” that is, receiving compensation 
for performing administrative work assigned to the county office 
manager by directive from Washington. 


AN INFLEXIBLE PATTERN IMPOSED BY WASHINGTON 


In the space of 15 months— 
1. The working time of farmer committees was limited and 
their activities reduced. 


1 See appendix B. 
3 See appendix C. 
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2. The authority of elected farmer committees over county 
offices was reduced, but the committee’s responsibilities were as 
great as ever. 

3. Authority of the newly created job of county office manager 
was more far-reaching than that of any previous county office 
employee. It extended to employment of other county office 
workers without need for consultation with the county com- 
mittee, and eventually to signature of the monthly payroll, 
subject only to later committee review. 

4. The elective system was modified. 

5. An inflexible pattern of operation at the county level was 
imposed by Washington on the county committee system. 

A “Washington knows best” attitude toward administration of 
farm programs had begun. 

This tinkering with the farmer committee system was not conducive 
to good program administration. Witnesses testified the series of 
actions taken during this period gave elected committeemen the feeling 
that they were not wanted; that the system was being deliberately 
weakened and was on its last legs. 

R. M. Evans, first Iowa State chairman and later Administrator of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, warned in testimony at 
the first Washington hearing: 


It is so easy to change a few principal officers and gain 
control. Congress must be alert to these changing times and 
do all they can to preserve local control. County farmer 
committees do exactly this, and do it exceedingly well. 
Their long and successful record supports this statement. 
To allow this set-up to be liquidated will start America on 
the road to a new type of government. It is just that serious. 


PROTESTS AGAINST ABUSES 


Protests against the changes and against abuses resulting from them 
began to appear. Concern was felt over what was happening in the 
State of Missouri. 

Within 5 weeks after Secretary Benson had announced his first 
major change in the elected committee system, the vice chairman of 
the Missouri Republican State Committee sent a letter to the Repub- 
lican chairmen and vice chairmen of the State.* The letter said in 
part: 


There are 4,300 PMA employees in Missouri. They 
should be Republicans if we lend our energy to see to it that 
they are * * * 

It is recommended that you immediately decide who would 
be the logical choice for the county office manager in your 
county, start boosting him, and file his application for the post 
at your county PMA office. 


Elected farmer committeemen were being fired. Letters of protest 
were being sent to the Secretary of Agriculture by Members of 
Congress. Missouri newspapers were publishing editorials of hot 
protest against actions of the new Missouri Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Committee. For example: 


§ See appendix E. 
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The Springfield (Mo.) News-Leader of April 25, 1954, said: 


Among the farmers of Missouri, State ASC Chairman 
Murray Colbert can stir up more furor than Evangelist Billy 
Graham could cause in a convention of atheists. 

This week 200 angry Callaway County farmers held a mass 
meeting at Fulton and raised $644 to launch a Federal court 
fight to stay the firing of the county’s agricultural stabili- 
zation and conservation committee. 


The Columbia (Mo.) Daily Tribune of May 8, 1954, said: 


One of the most shocking and high-handed examples of 
bureaucracy to reach these parts in many a year developed in 
Columbia this week when the Missouri Agricultural and 
Stabilization Committee staged a star-chamber hearing for 
three members of the Callaway County committee whom it 
had tossed out of office mainly, it appears, because these men 
chose to carry out the mandates of the Callaway County 
citizens who elected them instead of kowtowing to the 
Washington-appointed bureaucrats who run the State office. 


Senator Thomas Hennings, of Missouri, joined by Senator Stuart 
Symneten, of Missouri, brought these matters to the attention of the 
ongress in a speech on the Senate floor July 22, 1954. Referring to 
Caer Eisenhower’s campaign promises of 1952, Senator Hennings 
said: 
* * * the great crusade has turned Missouri into a caul- 
dron of spoils politics, boiling over into the Federal courts 
as the farmers of Callaway County, Mo., attempted to defend 
their right to select the members of the county PMA—now 
Agricultural Stabilization Service—committee. 


Senators Hennings and Symington joined in requesting investigation 
into the farmer committee situation by an appropriate committee. 
They reported charges that political considerations, rather than 
economy and efficiency, were guiding administration of the program 
in Missouri. 

: CONGRESS REMOVES THE LIMITATION 


So many protests were filed against attempts of the Department to 
fence in the farmer committee system that in August of 1954 Senator 
Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota offered an amendment to the 
Agricultural Act of 1954, then being considered. 

Purpose of this amendment was to remove the 3-year limit on the 
time elected committeemen could serve their community or county, 
and to permit them to serve as long as their neighbors chose to elect 
them to office. Said Senator Humphrey: 


In my opinion the most effective limitation on tenure of 
service is the election process by which farmers of a township 
or a county decide themselves whether or not they still want 
the same committee. 


The act with the amendment was approved August 28, 1954. The 
legislative history of this amendment showed the intent to be removal 
of the 3-year limit on both county and community committeemen. 
However, the Department of Agriculture seized upon a loophole in 
the amendment and removed the ban only on county eommittees. 
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It was continued on community committees in the election of 1954. 
Because community committeemen elected the county committees, 
the effect was to evade entirely the spirit of the Senate amendment. 

If the elected farmer committee system was to be preserved, there 
was need for new legislation to revive the morale of the committee- 
men; to give them recognition and status; to assure thein they had 
backing in Washington. 


A BILL TO STRENGTHEN COMMITTEES INTRODUCED 


With these objectives in mind, and ‘‘to stimulate action in that 
direction,’ Senator Humphrey submitted a bill, S. 544, to the Congress 
on January 19, 1955. Its object was to spell out in legislation the 
purpose of elected committees; how they should be elected; what 
powers and responsibilities they should have; furthermore, to protect 
the rights of farmers to elect whomever they desired, and for as many 
terms as they desired, at either township or county level. 

On March 3, 1955, Senator Allen J. Ellender, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, appointed Senator Humphrey 
chairman of a subcommittee to consider this and other bills relating 
to section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, with 
Senators Karl E. Mundt of South Dakota and W. Kerr Scott of North 
Carolina as members. Two Senators later were added to the subcom- 
mittee—Senators Andrew F. Schoeppel of Kansas and Stuart Syming- 
ton of Missouri. 

On April 7, 1955, the Department of Agriculture submitted an 
adverse report on S. 544. The Department offered language of its 
own proposing election of county committeemen for 3-year terms. It 
included a prohibition against committeemen serving more than one 
term without a break. The avowed purpose was to establish a rota- 
tion system for county committees. 

On April 9, 1955, the Department of Agriculture reversed its earlier 
position as being “‘not a wise administrative regwation,’”’ and removed 
the 3-year limit on service of community committeemen. 

On April 21, 1955, Senators Symington and Hennings of Missouri 
again requested an investigation of ‘‘the way in which the ASC pro- 
gram has been manipulated in our State.’”? The Senators also presented 
a resolution adopted by the Missouri House of Representatives asking 
the Secretary of Agriculture to investigate ‘the activities of the State 
ASC committee in the dismissals of duly elected local committeemen 
throughout the State of Missouri * * *.” 

On June 11, 1955, Senators Symington and Hennings, and Congress- 
man Paul Jones of Missouri joined in a formal request to the Secretary 
of Agriculture— 


to give a full report on why the Missouri State ASC Com- 
mittee continually disregards the ASC regulations and 
policies in suspending and discharging duly elected county 
committees. 


Ili—Tue First Wasuineton Hearina 
On June 14, 1955, Senator Humphrey of Minnesota opened a 2-day 


hearing in Washington on S. 544, his bill to revive the spirit of the 
democratically elected farmer committee system. 
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This hearing went into the background of the committee system— its 
beginnings, its early trials, its development and growth, its successes. 
Some of the early leaders in this movement, including M. L. Wilson, 
former director of the Federal Extension Service, testified. 

As a backdrop for the hearings, some of the repeated assurances 
given by General Eisenhower in support of farmer-run programs 
during the presidential campaign of 1952, were recalled. Examples: 

At Kasson, Minn., General Kisenhower said: 


I pledge you that the Republican Party is going forward 
with positive, aggressive, farmer-run farm programs. Our 
goal will be sound, farmer-run programs that safeguard 
agriculture. The programs must be transferred into gen- 
uinely farmer-run operations. 


At Columbia, S. C., he said: 


Management and direction of the farm program, federally 
financed though it will be, must be turned over to the farmer. 


At Memphis, Tenn., he said: 


I pledge you an administration that will cleanse all farm 
programs of partisan politics, that will decentralize their 
administration, that will increase farmer participation in 
their own programs, 


Regulations limiting the activities and*authority of elected farmer 
committees since the Eisenhower administration took office were dis- 
cussed with Agricultural Stabilization officials. A March 1955 increase 
in salary scale of appointive county office managers was noted. 

A report showed a decline in number of farmers participating in the 
agricultural conservation program. Another report showed more 
than a doubling of county office expenses. 

The subcommittee heard complaints that new regulations were 
converting the elected farmer committees into mere advisory bodies 
with little more than rubber stamp authority. Evidence was pre- 
sented supporting the need for new legislation. 

Department of Agriculture officials, however, questioned such 
testimony. They claimed the Department. was as interested as 
anyone in preserving the farmer committee system. 

ifficulties with county office managers were gone into. Officials 
gave the subcommittee positive assurances on the following points: 

1. It was the clear intent of regulations that county ASC com- 
mittees had authority to select and to hire county office managers. 

2. The role of the State committee in hiring county office managers 
was limited to that of being sure minimum qualification standards 
were met. : 

3. The Department had tried to see that complaints of weaknesses 
in the administrative system received attention, and problems ironed 
out. 

4. No word had been sent to State or county offices advising com- 
mitteemen they should avoid taking up problems with their Repre- 
sentatives and Senators. 

5. The Department was trying to keep State personnel from 
engaging in partisan political activities. 

6. The Department was “trying hard not to let the county com- 

yo) 


mittees become advisory. 
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7. The Department felt it was getting the most in the way of 
ideas from elected committeemen; that the committeemen were not 
holding back in any way, but told officials what they thought treely 
without fear of losing their jobs. 

A considerable body of evidence in conflict with these assurances 
was submitted from the States. Whatever the Department’s intent, 
something else was happening in practice. 

On July 29, Senator Symington, joined by Senator Hennings, sub- 
mitted to the Senate new evidence of violations by the State ASC 
committee in Missouri. 

A county chairman had been fired after sending a letter to his 
Senator. A county committee had been suspended for more than a 
month without a statement of charges. A county committee had 
been suspended, then dismissed for refusal to accept the State com- 
mittee’s choice of county office manager. 

A county committee was instructed to hang a picture of President 
Eisenhower in the county office. Commented the Springfield (Mo.) 
Leader and Press: 


There’s no particular reason why a picture of the President 
of the United States should not hang in every ASC office. 
But again, there’s no particular reason why it should hang 
there, either, as we see it. And when orders come down from 
high officials that such pictures must be there—well, doesn’t 
it sound somewhat like the orders issued in Communist 
Russia, or in former Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, where 
the pictures of the leader must be exhibited prominently in 
all public places? 

We don’t like it. We don’t think President Eisenhower 
would like it. 

Senator Symington said: 


For 2% years, the Department of Agriculture and its 
Secretary have been repeatedly requested to take the neces- 
sary steps to correct the abuses in the ASC program in 
Missouri. 

Two and one-half years would seem to be a sufficient 
period of time for correction of any such mess. But the 
situation has not improved. 

Reports from the Department of Agriculture have gen- 
erally been incomplete, and have invariably been based on 
information supplied Washington by the offending State 
committee, often resulting in more flagrant abuses of 
power. * * * 


Senator Symington added: 


Abuses of the program should be stopped and the inno- 
cent victims of political maneuvering have the right to clear 
their good names. Therefore, I request this entire matter 
be referred to the proper committee for adequate investiga- 
tion. * * * 


The Department of Agriculture appeared to be unwilling to conduct 
a thorough and impartial probe into charges made. 

If the reports from Missouri were true, here was a rotten apple in 
the farm program administrative barrel that could spoil the whole lot. 
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‘The September 9, 1955, issue of the St. Louis Globe-Democrat 
quoted Secretary Benson as saying the criticisms of the Missouri ASC 
committee operations by Senators Symington and Hennings were 
— and “unsubstantiated,” and “should not go unchal- 
enged.” 

n September 22 and 23, 1955, notice of the subcommittee’s in- 
tention to hold hearings at Jefferson City, Mo., on November 14 and 
15, were sent to all interested parties. 

The subcommittee felt it was time to go to the field to see what was 
happening to the farmer committee system under Secretary Benson 


IV. Tue Missovurt HEARING 


On November 14 and 15, 1955, at Jefferson City, Mo., the sub- 
committee heard witnesses and received statements from 27 counties, 
conducted sessions morning, afternoon, and evening past midnight 
for 2 days, and took 220,000 words of testimony. Most of the testi- 
mony was taken under oath. From this hearing and subsequent 
information, the subcommittee found: 


ATCHISON COUNTY 
Findings of fact 

On June 10, 1953, the State committee suspended James E. Stevens, 
elected official in the agricultural program since 1934 (chairman of 
the county committee from 1940 to 1953) and his fellow county 
committeemen and alternates. Basis for the dismissal was alleged 
audit “‘irregularities.”’ 

‘‘Several weeks later’ the suspended men were requested by letter 
to meet with the State committee. 

A report of mistakes allegedly made by the county committee was 
read to the county committee. 

“Mr. Colbert said that the State committee had made up their 
minds, in a hotel room, to fire four’ of the suspended men. The 
county committee and one alternate were dismissed. 

“A few months later” the State committee instructed the office 
manager to dismiss the Atchison County ASC chief clerk, an experi- 
enced employee. 

This employee was replaced by a girl ‘who had no previous experi- 
ence in PMA work, but she is a Republican.”’ 

In a letter to Senator Symington, dated February 27, 1956, Mr. 
Stevens states— 


Under the administration of Mr. Colbert, participation in 
the farm program in Atchison County has fallen off from over 
700 farmers to less than 400 farmers. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By suspending and dismissing the county committee with- 
out sufficient cause. 
(6) By sus ending and dismissing an alternate not respon- 
sible for the alleged “‘irregularities.” 
(c) By instructing the office manager to dismiss the chief 
clerk without sufficient cause. 


4 Committee hearings, p. 536 
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2. The State committee violated good administrative practice— 
(a) By suspending the county committee before discussing 
with them the alleged irregularities. 
(b) By deciding to fire the county committee prior to meeting 
with them 


Findings of fact 

On February 17, 1954, George Burkett applied for the position of 
office manager. Mr. Burkett’s application was endorsed by a Mr. 
Kalterman, Barton County Republican chairman, and Hobart Little, 
fieldman.® 

The county committee complied with Mr. Little’s wishes and 
Mr. Burkett was hired. 

Subsequently, Mr. Burkett was charged with usurping the authority 
of the county committee, with operating the office poorly, and wit 
not getting along with farmers or other office employees, some of 
whom resigned. 

The county committee asked Mr. Burkett to resign, and he refused. 

The county committee requested a State committee inv estigation. 
The request was refused. 

On June 9, 1954, the county committee met with the State com- 
mittee in Columbia, Mo., and were told by State Committeeman 
Kermit Bailey, they could ‘“‘cooperate with the office manager or else.”’ 

Feeling they were going to be dismissed and that the situation was 
impossible, the county committee resigned.® 

Mr. Bailey said that since all resigned, a special election would be 
held, but this was not done. 

Instead, on June 10, the State committee “appointed one man to 
act as county administrator until a new committee was elected 
September 1.” ® 

On September 1, 1954, a new county committee was elected. Two 
of these committeemen desired Burkett’s resignation but Hobart 
Little, fieldman wished him kept on. 

; On August 31, 1955, a new county committee, all Republicans, was 
elected. 

The new committee asked Mr. Burkett to resign. He refused and 
asked for an investigation by the State committee. 

The investigation was conducted and the report indicated general 
dissatisfaction with Mr. Burkett. 

On November 14, the county committee sent Mr. Burkett a dis- 
missal notice. 

The State committee and fieldman, Ray Neil, concurred in the 
dismissal. 

An office manager acceptable to the county committee has sub- 
sequently been hired. 

Farmer participation in the Barton County ACP program since . 
1952 is as follows: 1952, 1,158 farms participating; 1953, 1,123 farms 
participating; 1954, 347 farms participating. 


BARTON couNTy 5 


Conclusions 
1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By forcing the original county committee to keep an office 
manager against their will. 


§ Committee hearings, p. 731 
* Congressional Record, July 29, 1955, p. 12055. 
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(6) By failure to hold a special election after the original 
committee resigned. 
(c) By sanctioning actions of Fieldman Little, in Barton 
County. 
. State Committeeman Bailey violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By insisting the county committee retain an office manager 
against their will. 
(6) By threatening the county committee with dismissal with- 
out sufficient cause. 
3. The State committee violated good administrative practice 
(a) By refusing the original committee’s request for an investi- 


bo 


ation 
4. Winldedan Little violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By insisting on the employment of one man as office 
manager. 
(6) By insisting on keeping an office manager against the will 
of county committee. 


BATES COUNTY? 
Findings of fact 

In June 1954, the county committee received 11 applications for the 
position of office manager. All applicants met minimum qualifica- 
tions; only one was unacceptable to the county committee. The 
State committee forced the county committee to hire Thomas R. Pope, 
the one man unacceptable. 

On September 26, 1955, the county committee dismissed Mr. Pope, 
effective October 10, 1955. Mr. Pope refused to relinquish his duties. 

The State committee refused to honor the dismissal notice and kept 
Mr. Pope on the job. 

Subsequently, the State committee conducted an investigation and 
told the county committee they intended to make a “‘test case’’ of 
Bates County. 

Mr. Pope continued on the county; payroll until November 30, then 
was subsequently hired by the State committee as “roving office 
manager.” 

After the position was vacated, the State committee refused to 
allow the county committee to hire any of several qualified applicants 
for office manager. The fieldman hired county office personnel with- 
out consulting the county committee, tried to force the county com- 
mittee to hire a man whose application they had never seen, installed 
Mr. Pope as temporary office manager, fired the janitor, changed the 
locks on the county office and instructed that the county committee 
should not have a key to the office. 

About to lose their county office lease because of the fieldman’s 
actions, the county committee protested to the deputy administrator. 

Ata ‘May 22, 1956, meeting, the State committee sharply criticized 
the county committee for “going over their, the State committee’s 
heads,” but during the meeting Mr. Colbert received a call from 
Washington. After receiving the call Mr. Colbert said another meet- 
ing wand be held later. 

At the subsequent meeting, attended by Lester Leigh, area director, 
an office manager was hired. The man hired was the choice of the 


? Committee hearings, pp. 688, 696, 710, and 780. 
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county committee; in fact, was the man they had wished to hire 
instead of Mr. Pope in 1954. 

Farmer participation in Bates County dropped approximately 
50 percent in 1955. 


Conclusions 

1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By twice refusing to allow the county committee to hire an 
office manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(b) By forcing the county committee to employ a particular 
applicant. 

(c) By refusing to honor Mr. Pope’s dismissal. 

(d) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in Bates County. 

(e) By employing a roving office manager. 

2. The fieldman violated USDA regulations and good administra- 
tive practice— 

(a) By hiring office personnel without consulting the county 
committee. 

(6) By attempting to force the employment of a particular 
office manager applicant. 

(c) By firing the janitor. 

(d) By changing the locks on the county office. 

a By refusing the county committee keys to the county 
office. 

(f) By installing as temporary office manager, Mr. Pope, the 
man who had been dismissed as office manager by the county 
committee. 

BENTON COUNTY ® 
Findings of fact 

In October 1953, the State committee refused to allow the county 
committee to hire any of five qualified applicants, insisting they hire a 
garage mechanic whose application had been solicited by the fieldman. 

About November 25, 1953, two fieldmen came to the county office 
to interview all applicants. 

After interviewing only the mechanic and one other applicant, the 
fieldmen met with the county committee. 

Hearing what was taking place, several farmers came into the 
county office and questioned the fieldmen’s actions. 

The fieldmen were quoted: “The people’s voice doesn’t mean any- 
thing. We are running this.” ‘To the victor belong the spoils.’ 
‘“‘We want people in the ASC office who do not know anything about 
it and who have no experience whatsoever.” 

Several subsequent meetings were held and each time the State 
committee and/or its representatives insisted the mechanic be hired. 

The county committee advertised for further applicants. 

One man applied and although not considered as well qualified as 
some of the previous applicants, the State committee permitted the 
county committee to hire him. 

Farmer participation in the Benton County ASC program has de- 
clined since 1952. 


§ Committee hearings, p. 777. 
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Conclusions 
1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(6) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 
(c) By sanctioning continued violations of USDA regulations 
by fieldmen in Benton County. 
2. The fieldmen violated USDA regulations and the intent of 
Congress— 
(a) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 
(6) By telling the farmers ‘“‘We want people in the ASC office 
who do not know anything about it and who have no experience 
whatsoever.” 


Findings of fact 

In December 1953, the Boone County Committee received eight 
applications for the position of county office manager. The fieldman 
attempted to force the county committee to hire a particular appli- 
cant; they refused. 

The county committee was called before the State committee, told 
that unless they hired an office manager they would be fired, and then 
proceeded to select Stanley Botner, Jr., as office manager. 

Subsequently, Mr. Botner was hired by the State committee to 
work in the State office and a temporary county office manager was 
employed and later dismissed. 

Eight or nine applications were then received for the position of 
county office manager. All men were qualified, but Fieldman Ray 
Neil, told the county committee that only one applicant, L. E. 
Cunningham, was acceptable to the State committee. 

Under protest the county committee hired Mr. Cunningham. 

By September 1955, Mr. Cunningham had usurped much of the 
authority of the county committee, withheld committee mail, cam- 
paigned with the roving office manager to defeat the county com- 
mittee in the community elections, and refused to keep minutes of 
county committee meetings. 

After numerous complaints from farmers, the county committee 
asked Mr. Cunningham to resign. Mr. Cunningham refused to 
resign and reported the county committee to the State committee. 

The county committee was called into the State office and asked 
by State Chairman Colbert to explain the reason for requesting Mr. 
Cunningham’s resignation. . 

The county committee stated the basis for their action. 

At this meeting Mr. Colbert stated that the county committee 
would retain Mr. Cunningham, that what Mr. Cunningham did 
“wasn’t a damn bit” of the county committee’s business and then 
said he (Colbert) thought that the county committee determination 
of normal yields on 21 Boone County wheat penalty cases was low, 
but then said, the county committee was doing a good job, and— 


let’s just go back and everybody forget everything, it looks 
like the yield might be a little low but we willfjust forget 
everything and go back and run the county office. 


* Committee hearings, pp. 458, 500, 713, 880, and 904. 


BOONE COUNTY * 
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About a month later, conditions became so intolerable that the 
county committee again asked Mr. Cunningham to resign; he refused, 
and they gave him a written dismissal notice. 

One week later, the fieldman met with the county committee and 
attempted to persuade them to retain Mr. Cunningham; the county 
committee refused. 

That same evening each county committeeman received a telegram 
from the State committee notifying them of their dismissal. 

Dismissal telegrams were sent about 15 minutes after the conclusion 
of the meeting with the fieldman. 

A subsequent letter set forth in more detail the basis for dismissal, 
alleging obvious manipulation of normal wheat yields on the 21 
penalty cases. 

Although not notified of their right of appeal, the county committee 
appealed their dismissal to the State committee, and were granted a 
hearing. The State committee did not keep a verbatim transcript. 

At this appeal hearing, and at the subsequent Senate subcommittee 
hearing in Washington, State committeemen could not interpret the 
regulations governing the establishment of wheat yields, the alleged 
basis for dismissal of the county committee. 

The procedure for establishing normal yields followed i in 1955 was 
the same procedure followed by the county committee in previous 
years. The State committee could not and no USDA official ever 
stated what the normal yields should have been. Neither the field- 
man nor the State committee objected to the way the yields were 

established until the time of the office manager controversy. 

No proof was submitted that the county “committee was guilty of 
obvious manipulation.” 

The office manager dismissed by the county committee is still 
working, though never rehired by any subsequent committee. 

At the meeting to elect a new county committee, the fieldman said 
that the county committee has “no control over the office manager, 
that such an employee was hired and fired by the State committee.’’ 

The dismissed county committee on appeal to the Deputy Admin- 
istrator, were told the office manager controversy was not germane 
to their case and would not be considered as part of the appeal. 

On July 11, 1956, Mr. Clay H. Stackhouse, Acting Deputy Admin- 
istrator, ‘Production Adjustment, ruled that “the State committee 
did not have a supportable basis for their removal action at the time 
it was taken and therefore the charge of ‘obvious manipulation’ is 
not sustained.”’ Messrs. Drane, Nichols, and Wilcoxon were ordered 
reinstated.” 


Conclusions 


1, The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By threatening to dismiss the county committee without 
sufficient cause. 

(6) By sanctioning the dictatorial actions of fieldmen in Boone 
County. 

(c) By refusing to honor Mr. Cunningham’s dismissal notice. 

(d) By making unwarranted and unsubstantiated charges 
against the county committee. 


% See appendix H, 
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(e) By dismissing the county committee without sufficient 
cause. 
(f) By failing to keep a verbatim transcript of the Boone 
County appeal hesdind 
. The State committee violated good administrative practice— 
(a) By failing to discuss the wheat allotment controversy with 
the county committee prior to dismissal. 
(6) By failure to familiarize themselves with the regulations 
governing the establishment of wheat yields. 
3. The State chairman violated good administrative practice— 
(a) By threatening the county committee at the time of the 
office manager difficulty. 
(6) By abusively informing the county committee that they 
were not to concern themselves with the office manager’s actions. 
4. The fieldmen violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By twice refusing to allow the county committee to hire 
an office manager applicant who met minimum qualifications. 
(6) By twice designating which applicant the county committee 
should hire. 
(c) By incorrectly interpreting USDA regulations to county 
and community committeemen. 
5. Office Manager Cunningham violated USDA regulations- 
(a) By usurping the authority of the county committee. 
(6) By withholding county committee mail. 
(c) By refusing to keep minutes of county committee meetings. 
(d) By refusing to honor his dismissal notice. 
(e) By continuing to work and receive pay following dismissal. 


bo 


CALLAWAY couNTy " 
Findings of fact 

In 1953, the county committee wished to hire a well-qualified 
office-manager applicant. 

The State committee refused to allow them to hire the applicant of 
their choice. 

Further applications were received and the county committee 
selected another well-qualified applicant, but the fieldman, Reno 
Warnke, insisted they hire another applicant whom he preferred. 

The county committee refused to hire the man designated by Mr. 
Warnke. 

At a subsequent meeting with the State committee, Mr. Colbert 
told the county committee that unless they hired the man designated 
by the fieldman they would be suspended or dismissed, and gave them 
24 hours to think it over. 

The county committee refused to hire the man and were suspended 
on March 15, 1954. 

On March 23, 1954, the county committee requested a hearing. 
On March 24, 1954, their request was denied. 

On April 12, 1954, the State committee named Robert Smola as 
temporary office manager. 

On April 15, 1954, the county committee was dismissed. 

Incensed over the actions by the State committee, more than 200 
farmers held a mass meeting and donated $664 to hire legal counse! 
for the county committee. 


4 Committee hearings, pp. 636, 700, and 944. 
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On April 19, 1954, the county committee requested a hearing. 

Their request was ignored 

On April 29, 1954 the dismissed committee filed suit in Federal 
district court, asking the court to rule on the legality of their dismissal. 

On April 30, 1954, the State committee granted the dismissed 
committee an appeal hearing. 

On May 5, 1954, the hearing was begun. 

On May 6, 1954, the hearing was recessed to be concluded after 
the court ruling on the suit. 

The court dismissed the suit on the grounds that the county 
committee had not exhausted all administrative channels. 

The State committee appeal hearing was resumed and the county 
committee’s appeal was denied. 

One day prior to the election of a new county committee, the 
State committee appointed Mr. Smola as office manager. 

The newly elected county committee dismissed Smola, effective in 
30 days. 

The county committee was ordered to meet with the State com- 
mittee and explain their action. At the meeting they were threatened 
with dismissal by Colbert. 

Lester Leigh, area director, met with the county committee. 

Following the meeting, Smola was relieved of his duties. 

The county committee was suspended and Smola was reinstated. 

The county committee appealed to the USDA. 

Smola was appointed to the State committee office staff. 

The county committee was reinstated. 

The county committee hired an office manager of their choice. 

The original county committee appealed their dismissal to the 
Deputy Administrator. 

aa Deputy Administrator replied expressing reluctance to hear the 
appeal. 

The Deputy Administrator was criticized for this reluctance, and a 
further request for an appeal hearing was made. 


Conclusions 


_1. The State committee and the fieldman violated USDA regula- 
tions— 
(a) By twice refusing to allow the 1953-54 county committee 
to hire an office manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(6) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 
(c) By suspending and dismissing the 1953-54 county commit- 
tee without sufficient cause. 
(qd) By ignoring the dismissed committee’s request for a 
hearing. 
(e) By refusing to honor Smola’s dismissal. 
(f) By suspending the 1954-55 county committee and alter- 
nates without sufficient cause. 
2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By threatening to suspend or dismiss the 1953-54 county 
committee without sufficient cause 
(b) By threatening to dismiss the 1954-55 county committee 
without sufficient cause. 
_3. The Deputy Administrator violated good administrative prac- 
tice— 
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(a) By showing reluctance to hear the appeal of the 1953-54 
county committee. 


CHARITON COUNTY ™ 
Findings of fact 
' In early October 1953, W. D. Hibler, Jr., Brunswick, Mo., a man 
with 20 years experience in Federal farm programs, resigned as vice 
chairman of the Chariton County PMA Committee and applied for 
the position of county ASC office manager. 

Hibler met all qualifications and the county committee approved 
his application. 

The State committee refused to allow Hibler’s employment. 

In January 1954, the fieldman and the State office manager at large 
came to Keytesville, interviewed applicants for county office manager, 
and urged that a Republican applicant be hired, although he was not 
considered the best qualified by the county committee. 

At several subsequent meetings with the State committee, the 
county committee was told by Colbert, to hire the applicant and 
threatened with dismissal if they refused. 

The county committee refused to hire the man. 

Over a year later, in April 1955, an office manager was finally hired. 

Although operational expenses in Chariton County have risen, 
ACP participation has declined: 

In 1952, 1,380 complying farms earned $146,829.32. 

In 1953, 1,138 complying farms earned $108,363.07. 

In 1954, 780 complying farms earned $90,732.15. 

A further decline was experienced in 1955. 

Conclusions 

1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(6) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 

(c) By allowing the fieldman and the office manager at large 
to act as they did in Chariton County. 

2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 
(6) By threatening to dismiss the county committee without 
sufficient cause. 

3. The fieldman and the office manager at large violated USDA 
regulations— 

(a) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 


DENT couNTY ® 

Findings of fact 

Late in 1954, W. E. Foster, fieldman, brought a picture of President 
Eisenhower to the county ASC office and placed it on the wall. 

A few days later, the county committee removed the picture. 

Foster returned, and ordered the picture replaced. 

The county committee refused, explaining their reasons, and were 
ordered to appear before the State committee. 

Because of inclement weather, the county committee could not 
make the trip and telephoned Colbert to explain their absence. 


12 Committee hearings, p. 440. 
1% Committee hearings, p. 737. 
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Colbert told them that unless they replaced the picture they would 
be dismissed and confirmed this conversation by letter. The county 
committee complied. 

The county committee stated they were refused permission to hire 
the office manager of their choice, and were forced to hire a Republican 
designated by the State committee. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(6) By forcing the county committee to hire a particular 
applicant. 
(c) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in Dent county. 
2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By threatening to dismiss the county committee without 
sufficient cause. 


Findings of fact 

The State committee refused to allow the county committee to 
hire any one of several well-qualified applicants for the position of 
office manager. 

The county committee was told by William MacGum, fieldman, 
that he (MacGum) would recommend who they would employ as 
office manager. 

Mr. MacGum asked the county Republican central committee who 
they wished appointed and they recommended Frank Eggers. 

After considerable argument, the county committee hired Mr. 
Hegers, because they feared if they didn’t, Mr. Colbert would fire 
them. 

Mr. Eggers usurped thé authority of the county committee. Henry 
Blesi, the chairman of the county committee, charged that on more 
than one occasion Mr. Eggers opened the chairman’s personal mail. 

As example— 


On one occasion, the girls working in the office told me 
Blesi) that he (Eggers) brought in a very personal letter ad- 
dressed to me * * * opened and read it to them and had a 
big laugh over its contents. 


On June 1, 1955, Eggers resigned to accept a “better paying job.” 

The State committee would not allow the county committee to 
hire any of several qualified applicants. 

Instead, they were forced to hire the applicant the county com- 
mitteemen felt to be least qualified, a motel operator selected by the 
county Republican central committee. 

Following his appointment, this manager usurped the authority 
of the county committee. 

Farmer participation in ASC programs in Franklin County has 
declined about 50 percent. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— : 
® (a) By twice refusing to allow the county committee to hire 
an office manager applicant who met qualifications. 


4% Committee hearings, p. 750. 
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(6) By sanctioning actions of the fieldman in Franklin County. 
2. The Seldennes violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By claiming the right to tell the county committee who to 
hire as office manager. 
(b) By twice forcing the county committee to hire a politically 
chosen applicant. 
3. Office Manager Eggers violated USDA regulations, and perhaps 
Federal law— 
(a) By usurping the authority of the county committee. 
(6) By opening the personal mail of a county committeeman. 


GREENE county * 
Findings of the fact 

In early October 1953, at a district ASC meeting, W. H. Pipkin, 
county committee chairman, spoke on drought program problems. 

On October 20, 1953, Mr. Pipkin, upon invitation from the United 
States Senate Drought Committee, meeting in Springfield, Mo., again 
spoke on the general problems of the drought program. 

On November 4, 1953, Mr. Pipkin was suspended as county com- 
mittee chairman because of alleged failure to cooperate with policies 
of the State committee. 

On November 5, 1953, Mr. Pipkin wrote Colbert acknowledging 
receipt of the suspension notice and requested information as to the 
time and place of his failure to cooperate so he could properly defend 
himself. 

On November 13, Mr. Colbert replied that the State committee 
was not on trial and stated that if Mr. Pipkin failed to appear for a 
hearing he would be dismissed. 

On November 22, 1953, Mr. Pipkin asked the State committee for a 
hearing date. 

On November 24, 1953, Mr. Pipkin met with the State committee 
and was told the reasons for his suspension were the speeches made at 
the district meeting and before the Senate committee, alleged remarks 
by Mr. Pipkin to a complaining Springfield businessman ‘‘Well, you 
voted for it,” and “several” letters and telephone complaints from 
Greene County residents. 

Mr. Pipkin denied that he said or made any improper remarks at the 
district meeting. 

Senators Holland and Schoeppel commended Mr. Pipkin for his 
speech before the Senate committee. 

Mr. Pipkin testified that if he had told a Springfield businessman 
“You voted for it,” he was only “kidding.” 

Mr. Colbert has no record of any investigation on this case, fur- 
nished only one letter of complaint against Mr. Pipkin, and has no 
record of any telephone calls except one on his personal pad at home, 
and even that record was not furnished the subcommittee. (See Mr. 
Colbert’s supplementary statements in subcommittee files.) 

On January 6, 1954, Mr. Pipkin, a man of 20 years’ farm program 
experience, was dismissed “for the good of the Greene County ASC 
program.” The State committee submitted the charge that Mr. 
Pipkin was ‘‘deliberately trying to sabotage the farm program.” 

Recent audit reports on Greene County for the time Mr. Pipkin 


1% Committee hearings, pp. 350 and 534. 
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served as chairman, reveal an outstanding county program. (See sub- 
committee files.) 

The auditor told the county committee they had one of the best 
offices in the State. 

Since 1952 farmer participation in the Greene County ASC program 
has declined approximately 50 percent. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By suspending and dismissing Mr. Pipkin without sufficient 
cause. 
(b) By making false and unwarranted charges against Pipkin. 

2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By threatening Pipkin with dismissal without sufficient 
cause. 
(6) By making false and unwarranted charges against Mr. 
Pipkin. 
HENRY county 
Findings of fact 

On September 16, 1955, the county committee dismissed the county 
office manager, V. H. Sell, effective September 30, 1955. 

The basis for Sell’s dismissal was incompetency and improper 
conduct. 

On September 22, 1955, the county committee met with the State 
committee at the request of Colbert. 

At that meeting they were told by Colbert that an investigation 
would be conducted, and unless the investigation substantiated the 
charges against Sell the county committee would be dismissed. 

On October 4, 5, and 6, 1955, James Coe, a Washington investigator, 
— an investigation in Henry County. (See subcommittee 
files.) 

On October 14, 1955, the county committee was dismissed. 

Basis given for dismissal was that the charges they made against 
Sell were unsubstantiated, that a county committee making unwar- 
ranted statements is incompetent and irresponsible and should be 
dismissed. 

On January 5 and 6, 1956, the State committee held an appeal 
hearing at the request of the dismissed committee. 

At this hearing 38 people appeared on behalf of the dismissed com- 
mitteemen to testify as to their character and reputation and offered 
testimony which tended to support the charges made against Mr. Sell. 

Two of these witnesses were members of the former county com- 
mittee that employed Sell. 

They stated that they had qualified applicants for the position of 
office manager, that they recommended one of the better qualified 
applicants to the State committee, and that this selection was rejected ; 
that Kermit Bailey, a member of the State committee, together with 
Ernest Baker, the fierdman, had a personal conference with the Henry 
County committee; that they were told by Mr. Bailey and Mr. Baker 
that Mr. Sell was the only applicant that the State committee would 
approve; that they, therefore, hired him, but he had proven very 


% Committee hearings, p. 741; Henry County State appeal transcript; and Henry County Washington 
appeal transcript. 
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unsatisfactory, and that they now thought it was to the best interest 
of the farm program in Henry County that he be replaced. 

Two members of the present Henry County committee said they 
wished to fire Mr. Sell and would do so if they thought they could. 

The State committee offered no witnesses, but indicated that their 
decision would rest to at least some extent, on the Coe investigative 
report. 

The county committee was refused a copy of the report. 

On February 28, 1956, the State committee denied the Henry 
County appeal. 

On March 17, 1956, the county committee appealed to the Deputy 
Administrator. 

On April 12, 1956, that appeal was heard in Washington. 

Again, the county committee was denied access to the Coe investi- 
gative report. 

On May 11, 1956, the Deputy Administrator, basing his decision 
partially on the Coe report, denied the Henry County appeal. 

Basis for denying the appeal was that county committee had made 
unwarranted and unsubstantiated charges against Sell. 

The Coe report, labeled “‘Administratively Confidential” and there- 
fore not available for printing, does not disprove the charges against 


Sell. 
Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an 
office manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(b) By refusing to honor the dismissal of Mr. Sell. 
(c) By dismissing the county committee without sufficient 
cause. 
2. State Committeeman Bailey violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By insisting on the employment of Mr. Sell. 
3. The USDA and the State committee violated good administra- 
tive practice and perhaps individual constitutional rights— 
(a) By denying the duly elected county ASC officials the right 
to see the secret report on which their dismissal was based. 
(6) By denying the county appeal despite the fact that the 
weight of evidence and testimony presented, overwhelmingly 
supports the actions of the county committee. 


LEWIS county ” 
Findings of fact 

In the fall of 1953, the county committee employed as office 
manager, Virgil B. Wallace, who had served 14 years as county 
committee chairman. 

On September 20, 1954, at a district ASC conference, Joe Grant, 
State administrative officer, asked Mr. Wallace to resign because of 
“irregularities” disclosed in a recent audit. 

The audit reported only four technical errors and was described by 
the auditor as “one of the best” in the State. 

Mr. Wallace refused to resign and Mr. Grant became angry. 

Mr. Grant had been asked by the Lewis County Republican Central 
Committee to dismiss Mr. Wallace, and prior to requesting Mr. 


2 Committee hearings, p. 681. 
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Wallace’s resignation, Mr. Grant and Lee Fohrman, fieldman, had 
“approved” as Wallace’s successor a Norman Tucker, who was a 
member of the County Republican Central Committee. 

On September 29, 1954, Mr. Fohrman told Mr. Wallace that Mr. 
Tucker would replace him (Wallace) on October 1. 

Mr. Wallace called the State office and asked Mr. Grant if the state- 
ment of Mr. Fohrman meant he had been fired. Mr. Wallace was 
told that it did. 

Mr. Grant’s statement was confirmed by letter. 

Upon hearing of Mr. Wallace’s dismissal, all seven of the county 
office employees walked out in protest. 

From October 1 to October 16, 1954, the office was operated by 
personnel from adjoining counties. 

On October 16, 1954, conceding that regulations forbade Mr. Tucker 
serving as office manager because of his political activity, the State 
committee “approved” the hiring of Hugh Smith as office manager. 

Farm participation in the Lewis County ASC program has declined 
since 1952. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By sanctioning dictatorial actions of the State adminis- 
trative officer and the fieldman in Lewis County. 
2. The State administrative officer violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By dismissing the office manager without authority, with- 
out sufficient cause and without consulting the county commit- 
tee. 
(6) By “approving” an unqualified replacement for Wallace. 
3. The fieldman violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By concurring in the improper actions of the State ad- 
ministrative officer. 
(b) By “approving” an unqualified replacement for Wallace. 


MADISON couNTy 

Findings of fact 

On May 23, 1954, Mrs. Jack Whitener, for 15% years an employee 
of PMA and ASC, was dismissed by Melbourne Ward, office manager. 

The stated basis for her dismissal was that Mrs. Whitener’s husband 
carried a sticker on the back of his car, ‘‘Don’t Blame Me, I Voted 
Democratic.” 

Mrs. Whitener, pregnant at the time of her dismissal, was denied 
previously approved sick leave and annual leave pay (445-446). 


Conclusions 
1. Mrs. Whitener was dismissed on insufficient cause. 


MISSISSIPPI COUNTY 
Findings of fact 
In the fall of 1954, Elmer Kincade, fieldman, told the chairman of 
the county committee that he (Kincade) had heard that Howard 
Graham, county office manager, had criticized Secretary Benson, and 
Mr. Kincaide then said, “We are not going to keep anyone on the 
payroll who does not agree with the Secretary.” 


% Committee hearings, p. 445. 
® Committee hearings, p. 446, 
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On January 20, 1955, Mr. Graham resigned. 

The county committee chose a qualified applicant as replacement 
but the State committee insisted another applicant, W. C. Mulcahy, 
be hired. 

Mr. Mulcahy had been induced to apply by the county Republican 
central committee. 

On March 21, 1955, after two prior meetings with the county 
committee, O. A. Knight, State committeeman, told them that ualess 
they could prove Mr. Mulcahy morally unfit, he (Muleahy) would 
have to be given the position. The county committee refused to 
hire Mulcahy. 

On May 2, Mr. Knight and Mr. Kincade met with the county 
committee, complained about the September 1954, audit report and 
told the county committee to hire Mr. Mulcahy. The county com- 
mittee refused. 

On May 10, 1955, the county committee was suspended; no reason 
given. 

On May 13, 1955, State Chairman Colbert told the press that the 
reason for suspension was the September audit report. 

On the same day, the suspended committee’s request for a copy of 
the audit report was denied. 

On May 14, 1955, the township delegates wrote Mr. Colbert pro- 
testing the suspension and asked for a statement of charges. 

About May 18, 1955, Mr. Colbert told the press that the charges 
were: (1) The county committee had overpaid Mr. Graham when he 
resigned (this had already been discovered by the county committee 
and the money had been refunded); (2) the county committee had 
made an unauthorized purchase of expensive equipment (the county 
committee with Kincade’s approval had purchased a calculator and 
a water cooler); and (3) several drafts signed in blank were left in 
the office (this had been pointed out in the September audit and had 
not occurred thereafter). 

On June 8, 1955, the county committee requested an appeal and a 
formal statement of charges. 

After several letters from Senators Hennings and Symington and 
Congressman Paul Jones, on June 14, 1955, the State committee met 
with Lester Leigh, area director, and reinstated the county committee 
“pending further investigation.” 

On June 20, 1955, Mr. Knight and Mr. Kincade met with the county 
committee and B. B. Moore was selected as acting office manager. 

On July 20, 1955, Francis A. Woodward, Mississippi County 
farmer, reported that Knight came to his home, attempted to induce 
him to sign statements against Graham, told him that if the county 
committee was reelected they would again be suspended, and also 
said, ‘‘No Democrats are going to get a job if it can be helped.” 

On August 12, 1955, just prior to county committee elections, a 
C. and I, investigation was begun. 

On August 31, 1955, a new county committee was elected. (The 
former county committee did not seek reelection because of the abuse 
they had suffered at the hands of the State committee.) 

On September 27, 1955, the C. and I. investigation was concluded. 

On September 28, 1955, Mr. Berry, C. and I. investigator, told C. 
J. Stancil, former county committee chairman, that the former county 
committee was “fair and honest” and had operated the county office 
in that manner. 
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Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an 
office manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(6) By insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 

(c) By suspending the county committee without sufficient 
cause. 

(d) By failing to inform the county committee why they were 
suspended. 
. State Committeeman Knight violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By insisting on the employment of a particular office 
manager applicant. 

(b) By threateningJsuspension_of county committee without 
cause. 

(c) By unwarranted partisan political statements about the 
operation of the county program. 


bo 


MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

Findings of fact 

In 1952, Murray Colbert had a CCC loan on corn under Govern- 
ment seal. Under regulations this seal was not to be broken, and 
the corn was not to be used or sold without a written statement of 
permission from the county committee, or until the loan was paid off. 

Subsequently, prior to paying off the loan, Stephen Oliver, county 
grain inspector, discovered and reported to the county committee 
that the seal on Colbert’s corn was broken and that dy about 120 
bushels of corn remained in the bin. 

Mr. Colbert had sold the corn at Wentzville, Mo. 

About 1 month later, after two requests from the county com- 
mittee, Mr. Colbert paid off the loan. 

Ed Mendorsa, fieldman, was informed of the situation by the 
county committee. 

On April 20, 1953, Mr. Colbert was appointed chairman of the 
Missouri State ASC Committee. 

Subsequently, the State committee refused to allow the county 
— to hire a qualified office manager applicant of their own 
choice 


In the 1954 ASC election, Mr. Colbert and Perry Compton 
(State Republican chairman) campaigned the county trying 
to elect active Republicans as township committee abaimeeen 
in each township, but were not completely successful. 


Colbert denied he had ever worked in a county committee election. 
Mr. Colbert told the elected county committeemen that “he did 
not like the way the election went” and— 


he would make Clark (newly elected county Liaiattinitlha, 
get out or he would see that some of Clark’s kinfolk, who 
work for the office were fired. 


Mr. Colbert then accused Vernon Hagood, county committee chair- 
man of ‘ ee it around the county” about the 1952 corn con- 
version, cal called Hagood a liar, and a fist fight ensued. 


® Committee "® Committes hearings, p. 1026. 
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Mr. Hagood then resigned, “because I just won’t work under con- 
ditions I wouJd have to work under with Colbert as State chairman.” 
Testifying before the subcommittee, Mr. Colbert said the handling 
of his corn Joan ‘“‘was normal procedure in Montgomery County * * * 
there were many, many people that did the same thing.”’ 
Mr. Colbert also stated he had permission to sel) the corn from the 
man who sealed the corn. ‘ 

Franklin Rogers in a sworn statement filed with the subcommittee 
said: ‘As long as I was on the county committee, which was about 4 
years, that was the most serious conversion that we had.”’ 

Stephen Oliver in a sworn statement filed with the subcommittee 
said: ‘I never at any time gave him (Colbert) any sort of permission 
to sell corn that was mortgaged under a loan * * *.” 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office- 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 

2. The State chairman violated good administrative practice 

(a) By “browbeating’”’ county committeemen. 
(b) By engaging in fisticuffs with a county committeeman. 

3. Disagreement over sale of sealed corn by Murray Colbert prior 
to time he became State chairman resulted in resignation of county 
chairman. 

4. Mr. Colbert may have violated State and Federal law in selling 
sealed corn. 

NEWTON COUNTY 7 
Findings of fact 

Late in 1953, the county committee wished to hire a well-qualified 
man as office manager. 

Hobart Little, fieldman, refused to allow the county committee to 
employ the applicant because he ‘‘did not have the recommendation of 
the Republican committee of Newton county.”’ 

On January 4, Roy Cummins, county committee chairman, wrote 
Senator Symington aivut reports of politics in office-manager appoint- 
ments, pointed out that fewer farmers were participating and that 
money for county programs could be spent more wisely. 

Upon receipt of the letter, Senator Symington wrote Secretary 
Benson enclosing Mr. Cummins’ letter, and asked for a report. 

Mr. Cummins’ letter was forwarded to the State committee by the 
Secretary, and on February 18, 1954, Mr. Cummins was suspended. 

On February 26, 1954, Mr. Cummins met with the State committee. 

At this meeting, State Chairman Colbert “was very angry, and 
pounded on the desk with his fist demanding that (Cummins) retract 
the statement made to Senator Symington.”’ 

Mr. Cummins was told he had 15 days to retract the statements to 
Senator Symington. 

Believing the statements to be true, Mr. Cummins refused to re- 
tract them. 

On March 23, 1954, Mr. Cummins, a county committeeman for 20 
years, was dismissed. 

As reported by Mr. Cummins, farmer participation in Newton 
County has declined. 


31 Committee hearings, p. 321. 
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Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By suspending and dismissing Mr. Cummins because of 
what he wrote his Senator. 
(6) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in Newton County. 

2. The State committee violated good administrative practice— 

(a) By the way they treated Mr. Cummins. 
(b) By the way they conducted themselves at the Cummins 
hearing. 

3. The fieldman violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an 
office-manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(b) By requiring political endorsements for office-manager ap- 
plicants. 
NODAWAY COUNTY ” 
Findings of fact 

The State committee refused to allow the county committee to hire 
a qualified office manager applicant of their own choice. 

Melvin Cline, fieldman, designated the man the county committee 
should hire. 

The county committee refused to hire the man designated by the 
fieldman. 

At a subsequent meeting with the county committee, State Com- 
mitteeman Kermit Bailey, speaking of Mr. Cline’s selection, said, 
“There is the man. We’ve got approval from Colbert for him.” 
‘He is the only man we will approve.” ‘* * * this is the man they 
(the State committee) have decided on and we will make no other 
approval on any other man.” 

Bailey then threatened to dismiss the county committee if they 
didn’t hire the man designated. 

Under protest, the county committee hired the man designated by 
Mr. Bailey. 

Subsequently, without consulting the county committee, Mr. Cline 
and the office manager forced the resignation of the chief clerk, who 
had served some 18 years. 

Ed Hamilton, chairman of the county committee for 20 years, 
resigned from the county committee. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(6) By designating the applicant who would be hired. 
(c) By sanctioning actions of the fieldman in Nodaway County. 
2. State Committeeman Bailey violated USDA regulations: 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire the man 
of their choice. 
(6) By insisting the county committee hire a particular 
applicant. 
(c) By threatening the county committee with dismissal with- 
out sufficient cause. 
3. The fieldman violated USDA regulations: 


22 Committee hearings, p. 512. 
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(a) By insisting the county committee hire a particular appli- 
cant. 
(b) By forcing the resignation of the chief clerk without con 
sulting the county committee. 


PEMISCOT COUNTY ™ 
Findings of fact 

The county committee chose a qualified man as office manager, but 
were told by Elmer Kincade, fieldman, that the State committee would 
not allow his employment. 

Mr. Kincade said the office manager would probably have to be a 
Republican. 

The county committee received three further applications. Two of 
the applicants were qualified. The third applicant, “Short’’ Watkins, 
was not qualified. : 

The county committee wished to employ one of the qualified appli- 
cants, but the State committee refused them permission to do so. 

The State committee urged instead the employment of a man who 
had applied directly to the State committee. 

The county committee refused to employ this applicant and were 
subsequently told by State committeeman, Harry Campbell, that the 
office manager had to be a Republican. 

Subsequently, the State committee waived the qualification stand- 
ards and forced the county committee to bire “Short”? Watkins. 

On October 15, 1955, by written notice, Mr. Watkins was dismissed 
by the county committee. 

The State committee refused to honor the dismissal. 

Mr. Watkins is still working and still being paid, even though the 
committee has refused to approve his payroll since dismissal. 

On August 19, 1954, Frank L. Long, county committee chairman, 
was suspended because of alleged irregularities. 

Mr. Long has never had a final disposition of his case. 

The confidential report on Mr. Long’s dismissal, submitted by the 
State committee, not available for printing, does not substantiate 
the irregularities charge against Mr. Long. 

Mr. Long intended to testify before the subcommittee at Jefferson 
City, but was beat up by “Short’’ Watkins 2 days prior to the hearings 
and was unable to attend. 

Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated regulations: 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an 
office manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(b) By refusing to honor the dismissal of the office manager. 
(c) By suspending Mr. Long without sufficient cause. 
(2) By not making a final disposition of Mr. Long’s suspen- 
sion. 
2. State Committeeman Campbell violated the intent of USDA 
regulations: 
(a) By stating that office managers had to be Republicans. 


23 Committee hearings, p. 537. 
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PLATTE COUNTY * 
Findings of fact 
On November 14, 1955, at the Jefferson City hearings, in a pre- 
pared statement, Congressman Tom Curtis, of Missouri, charged 


* * * it was found for years this prominent Democratic 


family (the Hull family of Weston, Mo.) had been receiving 


illegal tobacco acreage under the Democratic administra- 
—- 


and it was “* * * found out over a period of years that this was the 


case * * *.” 


Congressman William R. Hull, of Missouri, a member of the Hull 
family, accused by Congressman Curtis, subsequently stated: ‘This 
charge is not true. There is no basis for it in fact.”’ 

Congressman Hull further stated; 


Not a single time prior to 1954, was any of our tobacco 
harvested found to be in excess of our established allotment. 

If employees of the State committee and the county com- 
mittee had followed regulations in 1954, and had measured 
accurately and when they were supposed to do so, there 
would have been no excess tobacco acreages harvested that 
vear. 


Documents subsequently furnished the subcommittee by Congress- 
man Curtis did not substantiate the charges he made at Jefferson City. 


Conclusions 
The charges were not substantiated. 


RALLS COUNTY 
Findings of fact 

The State committee refused to allow the county committee to hire 
a qualified office manager applicant of their own choice. 

Subsequently, James A. Me: Allister, county committee chairman, 
was instructed to attend a district meeting and to bring with him the 
chief clerk. 

As the chief clerk was ill, Mr. McAllister took the assistant clerk. 

Mr. McAllister was summoned to the State office, and asked by 
State Chairman Colbert why the chief clerk had not been taken to the 
meeting. 

Mr. McAllister explained the reason. 

Mr. Colbert said, ‘I think that is insubordination to the State 
committee because you defied our orders” and “under the circum- 
stances, for the good of the program, I think you’d better resign.” 

Mr. McAllister refused to resign. 

Mr. Colbert turned to State Committeeman Bailey and said, ‘‘Well, 
sir, we have a way around that, don’t we?” 

Mr. Bailey replied, ‘Yes, I think we have.’ 

Mr. McAllister said, “W hat’s that?” 

Mr. Colbert replied, ‘‘You are suspended as of today.”’ 

Mr. McAllister has never had a final disposition of his case. 

As he left the State office, Mr. McAllister said to Mr. Colbert, 
“Some day, I would like to meet you up in my corn field.” 


*% Committee hearings, pp. 214 and 269. 
% Committee hearings, p. 583. 
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Mr. Colbert ‘became very angry’’—told Mr. McAllister he ‘“‘needn't 
think he (Colbert) was afraid of McAllister, and if McAllister wished, 
he (Colbert) would meet (McAllister) right on the street.’ 

About a week later, Champ§Hulse, office assistant, and office 
manager applicant, was dismissed by the fieldman because of alleged 
audit ‘‘deficiencies.”’ 

Mr. Hulse, who had served 18 years as a community and county 
committeeman, testified that the audit disclosed only minor errors. 

Mr. Hulse’s testimony is substantiated by the audit reports on this 
county for the last 5 years. 

Subsequently, Joe Grant, fieldman, told the county committee 


not to send anybody’s name in for office manager, because it 
would come back if (they) did, until he (Grant) approved it. 
It had to be approved by the fieldman. 


Mr. Grant then refused to “approve” a qualified applicant the 
county committee wished to hire. 

Ray Neil replaced Mr. Grant as fieldman, and Mr. Neil proceeded 
to designate who the county committee should hire as office manager. 

The man was hired. 

Mr. Neil also insisted the county committee fire Laura Evans, who 
had served many years as chief clerk; the county committee refused 

Mr. Neil threatened to fire her and she resigned. 


Farmer participation in the Ralls County program has declined since 
1952. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(b) By suspending Mr. McAllister without sufficient cause. 
(c) By never making a final disposition of the McAllister 
suspension. 
(d) By allowing the fieldmen to act as they did in the county. 
2. The State chairman violated good administrative practice by 
dictorial treatment of elected county committeemen. 
3. The fieldmen violated USDA regulations 
(a) By insisting on “approving” and designating the office 
manager applicant. 
(6) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire office 
manager applicants who met minimum qualifications. 
(c) By dismissing county office employees without sufficient 
cause. 
4. Farmer participation in the Ralls County program has declined 
since 1952. 
ST. CHARLES COUNTY ” 
Findings of fact 
On September 1, 1953, the county committee was instructed to hire 
an office manager. At that time they had on file two applications. 
One applicant, Robert Hollrah, had been endorsed by the county 
Republican central committee. 
The other applicant was a qualified woman who had served 6 years 
as chief clerk in the county ASC office. 


% Committee hearings, p. 444. 
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The county committee wished to hire the woman but the State 
committee refused to allow them to do so. 

Other applications were received. 

The county committee selected another qualified man, but the 
State Committee refused to allow his employment. 

Further applications were received. 

The fieldman, Joe Grant, and the county Republican committee 
agreed on Mr. Hollrah. 

Subsequently, Mr. Grant told the county committee he would come 
to the county office and select an office manager. 

The county committee objected to the procedure being followed and 
were then notified by the State committee that Mr. Colbert and Mr. 
Grant would come to the county office to select an office manager. 

On December 14, 1953, Mr. Colbert and Mr. Grant came to the 
county office and Mr. Colbert opened the meeting by telling the 
county chairman, “If you don’t change your ways I will have to fire 
you.” 

Several times during the meeting Mr. Colbert threatened the county 
committee with dismissal. 

After some discussion, Mr. Colbert asked Mr. Grant who “his” man 
was. Mr. Grant told him Robert Hollrah, and Mr. Colbert then said 
Hollrah was the best man. 

The county committee told Mr. Colbert they wished to hire another 
qualified applicant. Mr. Colbert again threatened dismissal. 

Mr. Colbert told them to hire Hollrah. 

The county committee refused and were told to come to the State 
office. 

On December 17, the county committee and the two applicants went 
to the State office. 

After interviewing both applicants, Mr. Colbert told the county 
committee that Mr. Hollrah was their office manager. 

Mr. Colbert also instructed the county committee not to tell Mr. 
Hollrah what to do, that Mr. Grant would give Mr. Hollrah his orders. 

The meeting adjourned for lunch, and when resumed that afternoon 
the county committee handed Mr. Colbert their resignations. 
Conclusions 

The State committee violated USDA regulations 

(a) By twice refusing to allow the county committee to hire 
office-manager applicants who met qualifications. 
(6) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in St. Charles 

County. 

2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations 

(a) By threatening to dismiss the county committee without 
sufficient cause. 

(b) By insisting a specific applicant be employed. 

(ec) By hiring the applicant himself. 

(d) By telling the county committee not to instruct that 
applicant. 

(e) By forcing the resignation of the county committee because 
of his dictatorial methods. 

The fieldman violated USDA regulations 

(a) By making the office manager job a political appointment. 
(b) By claiming to have the authorit y to hire an office manager. 
(c) By designating who should be hired as office manager. 
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SALINE COUNTY ” 
Findings of fact 

About January 1, 1954, Godfrey Payne, State bin-site inspector, 
asked Rufus James, county committee vice chairman to dismiss 
H. G. Isaac, a bin-site laborer. 

According to Mr. Payne, Mr. Isaac was not doing enough work. 

Mr. James refused to recommend dismissal because he said Isaac 
was one of his best men. 

On January 22, 1954, Mr. James was suspended. 

On January 24, 1954, Mr. James asked Ernest Baker, fieldman, 
why he had been suspended. 

Mr. Baker replied that nothing was wrong, there were no com- 
plaints against Mr. James and not to worry. 

On January 29, 1954, Mr. James appeared before the State 
committee. 

State Committee Chairman Colbert, read part of a letter from 
Jobn Croswhite, chairman of the Saline County Republican Central 
Committee, who complained about Isaac’s work. 

Mr. James was not allowed to read the letter and had not known 
of its existence. 

Mr. James asked for a more thorough investigation. 

Mr. Colbert said a thorough investigation was - necessary, that 
Mr. Payne had made complaints regarding Mr. James, that it was 
not necessary to investigate Mr. Payne’s chasse, and that he (Col- 
bert) ‘“‘would swear by him” (Payne). 

On February 17, 1954, James was dismissed. 

After inquiries by Senator Symington, Mr. Colbert reported on 
September 17, 1954, that the basis for Mr. James’ dismissal was 
improper care of corn at bin sites, refusal to fire Isaac, and the “de- 
plorable condition” of grain at the bin site at Malta Bend. 

On October 18, 1954, and again at the Missouri hearings on Novem- 
ber 15, 1955, Mr. James pointed out that prior to his dismissal no 
complaints had been made by the State committee, or anyone else, 
regarding his care of corn, that the procedure followed in care of the 
corn was as outlined by the State committee, that Isaac was one of 
the best employees, and that there was very little _ tere of grain at 
Malta Bend (citing figures for amount of spoilage) 

After further inquiries by ee Symington, on March 11, 1955, 
and again at the November 15, 1955, hearing Mr. Colbert admitted 
the State committee had no ace on the amount of grain oa ze 
at Malta Bend and when informed what the figures were, said to James, 
“That is a very good record, sir.’ And Colbert then promised to 
write James saying they (the State committee) had been wrong. 

On March 12, 1956, James was notified that his dismissal was ‘‘being 
voided.” According to the February 28, 1956, State committee 
minutes, “By unanimous vote, the State committee decided that Mr. 
James had been suffic iently disciplined for his lack of properly carrying 
out his duties while serving as ASC committeeman of Saline County.”’ 
Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations 
(a) By suspending and dismissing Mr. James without sufficient 
cause. 


27 Committee hearings, pp. 608 and 960, 
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(6) By making false and unwarranted charges against Mr. 

James. 

(c) By sanctioning violation of USDA regulations by the State 
bin site supervisor in Saline County. 
2. The State committee violated good administrative practice— 
(a) By refusing Mr. James a complete investigation. 
(b) By ‘“‘voiding’’ Mr. James’ dismissal and implying that he 
was thus “pardoned” when in fact he committed no offense. 
3. The bin site supervisor violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By insisting on the dismissal of Mr. Isaac without sufficient 
cause. 
(6) By making false and unwarranted charges in his report on 
Mr. James. 
SCOTLAND COUNTY ~ 
Findings of fact 

In the summer of 1953, the county chairman of the Republican 
central committee made a concerted, but unsuccessful, effort to get 
Republicans elected to the county committee. 

In October 1953, the State committee refused to allow the county 
committee to hire a well-qualified office-manager applicant of their 
own choice. 

Subsequently, the county committee received a letter from the 
State committee advising them ‘‘not to send in any more applications 
for office manager,” that they ‘‘were to make recommendations only, 
subject to the approval of the State fieldman.” 

Later, other qualified applicants were rejected by the fieldman, Joe 
Grant, who insisted on the employment of a man of his (Grant’s) 
choice. 

On January 14, 1954, Mr. Grant sent the State committee a report 
on Scotland County which is now Jabeled ‘‘Administratively confi- 
dential’’ and, therefore, not available for printing. 

In this report, Mr. Grant made serious charges against the county 
committee but did not discuss his own activity in selection of an office 
manager as set forth above. 

On January 18, 1954, Colbert sent a letter to County Committeeman 
Leland McRobert, which stated that McRobert’s conduct was ‘‘unbe- 
coming to the position you now hold’’; that McRobert was suspended; 
and that— 


Unless you appear before the State ASC committee within 
a reasonable time and can prove that the accusations made 
against you are false, you will be permanently dismissed. 
On January 21, 1954, Mr. McRobert replied requesting a time and 
place for a hearing. 
Mr. McRobert also asked Mr. Grant about his suspension and Grant 
advised ‘‘he had nothing on” him. 
On February 10, 1954, Mr. McRobert met with the State committee 
in Columbia, Mo. 
Charges against Mr. McRobert were: Taking a lime sample from a 
truck, improper setting of a wheat allotment, and drunkenness. 
Mr. McRobert flatly denied the first and third charges and stated 
that the wheat allotment was set up according to procedure. 


28 Committee hearings, pp. 683 and 959. 
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Mr. Colbert promised an investigation of the drunkenness charge, 
but no evidence has been offered that such an investigation was ever 
made. 

Mr. McRobert presented to Mr. Colbert a petition signed by 82 
businessmen and women and 277 farmers, which attested to Mr. 
McRobert’s character, ability, and general standing i in his community. 

Mr. Colbert told Mr. McRobert that he did not care if he had the 
signature of every county farmer and every businessman in the county 
seat, saying, “If I can find one thing on you, I am going to fire you.”’ 

Over a year later, Mr. McRobert went to the State office and per- 
sonally requested to know the disposition of his case. He was assured 
the decision would be given him “within the near future.”’ 

As of November 15, 1955, Mr. McRobert had still not been informed 
of the outcome. 

County Committeeman Priest, suspended at the same time as 
McRobert, declined to go to Columbia for the hearing as he had pre- 
viously intended to resign from the county committee. 

At the June 12 subcommittee hearing and in a letter subsequently 
filed with the committee, Mr. Colbert stated that the McRobert sus- 
pension had been lifted on February 29, 1956, because McRobert had 
been “sufficiently disciplined” and the State committee could _not 
substantiate the charges against him. 

The last audit made while Priest and McRobert were on the county 
committee was described by the auditor as ‘‘one of the best in the 
State.” 

A Republican office manager has since been hired. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(b) By falsely informing the county committee as to the field- 
man’s authority in the hiring of office managers. 

(c) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in Scotland 
County. 

(d) By suspending and dismissing county committeemen with- 
out sufficient cause. 

(e) By making unwarranted and unsubstantiated charges 
against Mr. McRobert. 

(f) By improper delay of a final disposition of Mr. McRobert’s 
suspension. 

2. The State chairman violated USDA regulations- 

(2) By making unwarranted and unsubstantiated charges 
against Mr. McRobert and Mr. Priest. 

(b) By ignoring evidence presented on Mr. McRobert’s behalf. 

(c) By thre atening to fire Mr. !McRobert without sufficient 
cause. 
The fieldman violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By rejecting qualified office manager applicants. 

(b) By insisting on the appointment of a particular applicant. 
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TEXAS COUNTY ” 
Findings of fact 

In November 1953, the State committee refused to allow the county 
committee to hire as office manager a well-qualified man who had 
served for 10 years as chief clerk in the county office. 

On January 19, 1954, Mr. Colbert came to the county office to 
discuss hiring an office manager and on the spot vocally dismissed 
Stanton Halliburton, county committee chairman. Halliburton had 
served on the county committee 13 years—12 years as chairman. 

The basis for dismissal was Mr. Halliburton’s refusal to order a 
reporter from the county committee meeting. 

At a subsequent State committee appeal hearing, where no tran- 
script was kept, Mr. Halliburton’s appeal was denied. (See ‘‘Admin- 
istratively C “ ifidential” report in subcommittee files.) 

On March 9, 1954, the remaining two members of the county com- 
mittee were dismissed because they refused to hire the State commit- 
tee’s selection for office manager. 

On April 17, 1954, after abusive —— by Mr. Colbert over the 
selection of an office manager, Roy Gentry, county committeeman, 
resigned. 

On April 19, 1954, the entire new county committee and the alter- 
nates were suspended. 

On April 22, 1954, the State committee appointed their selection, 
Robert C. Evans, as county office manager. 

On May 18, 1954, the county committee was reinstated. 


Conclusions 


The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the first, second, and third county 
committees to hire office-manager applicants who met qualifi- 
cations. 

(b) By failing to keep a verbatim transcript of Mr. Halli- 
burton’s appeal hearing. 

(c) By the dismissal and suspension of county committeemen 
without sufficient cause. 

(d) By appointing an office manager without consulting the 
county committee. 

The State chairman viol: ited USDA regulations— 

(a) By his ‘fon the spot” dismissal of Mr. Halliburton. 

(b) By dismissing Mr. Halliburton without sufficient cause. 
The State chairman violated good administrative practice— 

(a) By his attitude toward the press. 

(6) By cursing Mr. Gentry. 


VERNON couNTY ® 

Findings of fact 

In 1953, the county Republican central committee made a concerted 
effort to elect Republicans to the ASC township and county com- 
mittees. This effort was not successful. 

Subsequently, the State committee refused to allow the county 
committee to hire a qualified applicant of their own choice for the 
position of county ASC office manager. 


2? Committee hearings, p. 228, 
*° Committee hearings, p. 679. 
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Ernest Baker, fieldman, told the county committee that the office 
manager had to be a Republican and that he (Baker) and State 
Committeeman Bailey would make the selection. 

Subsequently, the county Republican central committee chairman 
phoned the State office, told them who he (the Republican chairman 
wanted hired, and Fieldman Baker phoned the county committee 
and told them that the office manager had been appointed. 

The office manager has taken complete control of the county office. 
The county committee fears they do not have the authority to fire 
the office manager. 

Since 1952, Vernon County farmer participation has declined more 
than 50 percent. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 
(6) By permitting the employment of an office manager to be 
directed by the county Republican chairman. 
(c) By allowing the fieldman to act as he did in Vernon County. 
2. The fieldman violated USDA regulations— 
(a) By insisting the office manager had to be a Republican. 
(6) By claiming the authority to hire the office manager. 
(c) By hiring the man over the phone without consulting the 
county committee. 


WRIGHT COUNTY ™ 
Findings of fact 

In October 1953, James R. Hunter was hired as county ASC office 
manager. 

Prior to appointment, Hunter testified it was necessary to secure 
the political endorsement of Perry Compton, State Republican chair- 
man. 

In October 1954, 1 of the 2 county Republican factions made a 
concerted effort to have Mr. Hunter dismissed. 

Despite letters of support by two county committeemen, and a 
number of the leaders of county farm organizations, on October 26, 
1954, Hobart Little, fieldman, told Mr. Hunter he would either resign 
or be fired. 

A subsequent C. and I. investigation revealed Mr. Hunter had done 
a good job as office manager. 

On Felreary 2, 1955, State chairman Colbert appointed M. H. 
Hickman as temporary office manager. 

The State committee refused to allow the county committee to 
reinstate Mr. Hunter. 

On September 1, 1955, a new county committee was elected. 

The State committee and Ray Neil, fieldman, refused to allow the 
county committee to hire Olan Morelan, a qualified office manager 
applicant. 

Mr. Neil told the county committee that he (Neil) would do the 
hiring and firing of an office manager. 

Mr. Neil told Mr. Morelan if he wanted the job he should ‘‘make «. 
deal” with one of the Republican factions. 


%1 Committee hearings, p. 395. . 
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Mr. Morelan refused ‘“‘to make a deal” and Mr. Neil refused to allow 
his appointment. 


Conclusions 


1. The State committee violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By permitting an office manager to be hired on the basis 
of political endorsements. 

(6) By permitting the fieldman to act as he did in Wright 
County. 

(c) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(d) By forcing the resignation of Hunter without sufficient 
cause and without the concurrence of the county committee. 

2. The fieldman violated USDA regulations— 

(a) By refusing to allow the county committee to hire an office 
manager applicant who met qualifications. 

(6) By assuming the authority of hiring and firing an office 
manager. 

(c) By telling an applicant to make a political “deal” if he 
wished to be appointed county office manager. 

Because of the limitation of time, the subcommittee hearings did 
not cover all Missouri counties where dismissals, suspensions, and 
resignations were reported to have taken place. 

Among such Missouri counties are: DeKalb, Cass, New Madrid, 
Pike, Lincoln, Lafayette, Bollinger, Iron, Sullivan, Stone, and Scott. 


TESTIMONY IS SUPPLIED THE DEPARTMENT 


A copy of the transcript of the Missouri hearings was forwarded to 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson on December 22, 1955. The Secre- 
tary was asked to study the transcript carefully, not only to note 
charges against some of ‘his appointees, and the position his Depart- 
ment had taken in the repetition of charges against individuals, but 
also to help guide the subcommittee at a later hearing in reconciling 
conflicts in testimony. 

The Department appeared reluctant to provide the subcommittee 
with information aa answers bearing on specific questions arising 
from the Missouri testimony. Seventy-eight requests were made of 
the cot Another list of 48 requests was sent to Missouri 
chairman urray Colbert. Most of the material requested from 
the Missouri State office had been promised by the chairman at Jeffer- 
son City. None of it had a classification higher than ‘‘administra- 
tively confidential.”” Nothing more “secret’’ than an investigative 
report (some of which already had been printed in the Missouri tran- 
script) was involved. 

Finally, on March 7, 1956, a reply to the December 22 letter came 
from the Under Secretary, Mr. True D. Morse. It gave generalized 
answers to whole groups of questions bearing principally on regula- 
tions, which already had been discussed. Specific questions were not 
answered. 

On May 28, 1956, a final effort to obtain from the Department the 
information which the subcommittee felt it should have, and was en- 
titled to, was made in the form of a request to the Secretary for answers 
to 32 specific questions. Said Senator Humphrey: 
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If we are going to carry out our responsibilities to the 
Senate of reaching responsible decisions on these issues be- 
fore us, we need access to the information in question, 


Not until late afternoon of the first day of the second hearing in 
Washington was all of the material supplied. 

No recognition of a serious problem 

In the meantime, repeated requests for action by the Department 
were made by, Senators Symington and Hennings, based on evidence 
supplied at the Missouri hearings. Among otl er things sought were: 

Impartial review of all cases of suspension and dismissal. Clearance 
of those found to be unjustly treated. Restoration of full rights to 
those suspended or dismissed without adequate cause, including the 
right to hold office. 

Responses failed to recognize the existence of a serious situation, 
or showed reliance for information upon the State ASC committee 
against which the complaints had been brought. 

On May 6, 1956, Senator Humphrey announced the subcommittee 
would resume hearings in Washington on May 17-18. The hearing 
later was postponed to June 11~—12 to accommodate the schedule of 
Secretary Benson. 

June 5, 1956, brought a letter from Under Secretary Morse saying 
that Secretary Benson would be unable to attend the June 11 hearing. 
However, the communication said he might be able to be present on 
June 12; if not then, perhaps at a later date. 


V. Tue Seconp WASHINGTON HEARING 


The June 11-12 hearing dealt principally with the conflicts raised 
over interpretation and abuse of regulations. The subcommittee also 
explored the reappointment of the Missouri ASC chairman, the atti- 
tudes of Department officials toward grassroots administration of farm 
programs, and the Department use of information developed by the 
Missouri hearings. 

USDA officials interpreted regulations, about which there was 
argument at the Missouri bearings, as follows: 

1. A State office fieldman has no authority to insist on approval of 
a particular individual as county office manager. 

2. A State chairman has no authority to tell a committee it has 
to hire a certain person or get fired. 

3. It is a violation of regulations to dismiss alternate members 
of a county committee, except on showing of cause. 

4. A county should not be forced to do without an elected com- 
mittee for an extended period. 

5. rdeny committees have the right to hire county office managers, 
providing they meet the qualification standards established for the 
job and approved by Washington. 

6. The authority of the county committee to hire, carried with it 
the authority to fire, without specifying cause. 


USDA STATEMENT ON DISMISSAL 


To avoid future misunderstanding on the part of State or county 
committees as to proper procedure for removal of a county office 
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manager, the subcommittee asked the Department to supply an 
authoritative statement on this point. The statement follows: 


There is no detailed national procedure prescribed for the 
use of county ASC committees in removing county office 
managers. A removal action must be a committee action, 
and not the personal action of a member of the committee. 
It can be accomplished by the delivery to the manager of a 
written notice that he is dismissed and stating the effective 
date of the dismissal. {Italics are the subcommittee’s.] 

If the basis for the removal action is one of the causes 
stated in section 7.32 of the Secretary’s regulations govern- 
ing ASC county and community committees, the notice 
should include the reason for removal. 

The minutes of the county committee meeting at which 
the removal for cause was decided upon shall include a state- 
ment setting forth the basis on which the removal was made, 
and any documentation supporting said removal must be 
maintained as part of the county office record. 


STATE ASC OFFICE IRREGULARITIES 


The standard which Missouri ASC Committee members said was 
used in selection of county office managers was an improper and arbi- 
trary one that could not be objectively measured. They said they 
would approve only “the best qualified man.” As used by the State 
committee, this substituted the judgment of the State committee or 
fieldman for the judgment of the county committee, and arguments 
invariably developed. 

This procedure had not been approved by Washington. The hear- 
ing further disclosed that while the State committee claimed to be 
seeking the best qualified candidate in the county offices, another 
criteria was applied in the State office. Investigation brought out: 

1. Soon after its appointment, the State ASC committee attempted 
to remove the State office budget and personnel officer, an employee 
with high civil-service standing. Charges were made, an investigation 
conducted, the official cleared. He later resigned. 

2. During and after the period of the Jefferson City hearings, Civil 
Service Commission officials became interested in activities in the 
State ASC office. Investigation was made. 

The Commission found the State administrative officer guilty of 
violating section 04.3 of civil-service regulations. This section pro- 
hibits a person from influencing another to Ww ithdraw from competition 
for a position, either to injure that person’s prospects or to improve 
those of another. 

The Commission concluded that applicants to the Missouri ASC 
office were induced to turn down a job in order to improve the prospects 
of a woman whose rating was below that of any of the 35 eligibles. 
certified to the State office for employment. 


FOUR EMPLOYEES NOT QUALIFIED FOR POSITIONS HELD 


Said the Commission report of the administrative officer: 


In at least two instances, you led eligibles without steno-. 
graphic experience to believe that stenographic ability was 
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required, and you then solicited and obtained declinations 
from them. 

In at least three instances you let eligibles without book- 
keeping experience to believe that bookkeeping ability was 
required, and you then solicited and obtained declinations 
from them. 


The administrative officer denied recollection of such interviews. 


He said: 


It must be stated that the State ASC committee has full 


and complete charge of personnel matters in the Missouri 
State ASC office. 


In a letter to the subcommittee chairman, the Commission said: 


You will note from review of the enclosures that it was 
necessary for the Commission to consider whether Mr 
Murray C. Colbert, chairman of the Missouri Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Committee, might also have 
violated section 04.3. It was concluded, however, that the 
available evidence did not support a finding of a viola- 
mae oe 


3. The Civil Service Commission also found four administrative 
employees of the State ASC office holding positions for which they 
were not qualified. One resigned; one was reduced from GS-9 to 
GS-7; instructions were issued for separation of the others. 

4. In a sworn statement, a former employee with a civil-service 
rating at the top of her grade said she was called into the State 
chairman’s office on returning to work from an illness, and was asked 
to resign. Inquiring why, she was advised the office had a letter 
written to her and “‘it’s got things in it that we don’t like.”’ 

The letter had been taken from her desk. Its contents were of a 
personal nature, except for an expression of regret that an employee 
had been transferred to the basement, and the closing salutation, 
“give my regards to all the good Democrats in Boone County.”’ 


COLBERT’S REAPPOINTMENT QUESTIONED 


The Missouri ASC chairman was appointed a fourth time in 
January of 1956. 

Neither the Administrator nor his Deputy Administrator for 
Production Adjustment had recommended the reappointment of the 
Missouri chairman a fourth year. Under Secretary Morse did so 
recommend because he considered the operation in Missouri a good 
one and “felt that we would need experience in the leadership of the 
Missouri program.” 

The Deputy Administrator responsible for the program recom- 
mended against Mr. Colbert’s reappointment. The Administrator 
had found it necessary to reprimand Mr. Colbert. Three letters were 
introduced which show: 

1. Two weeks after the subcommittee’s first hearing in Washington, 
Administrator Hughes withdrew from the Missouri chairman the 
power of suspension or removal of county committees without prior 
approval from the Washington office. 

2. Nearly 3 months later the Missouri committee responded with 
a memorandum giving assurances it would “follow the law.” 
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3. On receipt of these assurances, the withdrawal of power to 
suspend or remove without prior approval was rescinded.” 

Under Secretary Morse said he and Secretary Benson took full 
responsibility for Mr. Colbert’s reappointment. Both the Admin- 
istrator and his Deputy later ‘‘concurred.”’ 


NO ACTION BY BENSON 


The subcommittee requested the Department to supply a statement 
of consideration given and action taken on the basis of the Missouri 
hearing transcript. The Department’s statement and testimony at 
the second Washington hearing show: 

Two analyses were made, one by an official in Commodity Stabiliza- 
tion Service, who from time to time gave oral analyses to his associates 
and superiors; another by two officials of the Office of the General 
Counsel. The latter study was completed a few days before the 
hearing of June 11-12. 

This analysis was made available to Under Secretary Morse and 
other officials for study. Two meetings “of several hours each’ 
were held in the Under Secretary’s office. At these meetings, says 
the statement— 


the Under Secretary, as well as Assistant Secretary McLain, 
Administrator Hughes, and Deputy Administrator Manwar- 
ing considered the testimony at the Jefferson City hearing and 
ully discussed and analyzed it. 


The statement made no reference to Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson’s ever having participated in examination or discussion of the 
Missouri testimony, though his attention repeatedly had been called 
to this testimony, and his name was signed to a telegram accusing 
an elected county committee of ‘obvious manipulation of wheat 
yields.” 

“] THINK WE HAD A PRETTY GOOD COMMITTEE” 


While Secretary Benson expressed no personal views to the sub- 
committee, at his press conference on June 13, 1956, he supported the 
Missouri committee. He was asked (from verbatim quotes of press 
conference transcript): 


Mr. Bartey. Have you checked into (it) and are you 
satisfied with the operation of the State committee in Mis- 
souri and the way it has handled some of these problems that 
have come up from time to time? 

Srcretary. No, I haven’t checked into all of the details, 
but I think we have had a pretty good committee. We have 
had pretty good reports on operations from farmers them- 
selves. We have had people checking on them, of course, 
and they have had some difficult problems, but I think the 
program is operating well in the State, and I think the 
farmers are getting the benefit of it * * *. 

Mr. O’Brien. O’Brien, St. Louis Globe Democrat. If I 
may go back to the subject of the Missouri ASC. You 
mentioned, I think, that you have had people out there 


% See appendix G. 
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checking on the operation of the program in that State. 
Could you elaborate on that. Mr. Secretary? 

SecreTARY. Well, we have our regular fieldmen who go 
out and check periodically with the operation of our State 
committees, and wherever we get any adverse report we have 
them do a little extra checking, sometimes even send men 
out specially * * * and there Tews been some agitation and 
some complaints from Missouri, and | am sure that Mr. 
Manwaring and others have been there several times in the 
last year. 


VI. INcREASING IMPORTANCE OF FARMER ELECTED COMMITTEES 


On December 31, 1955, the last date for which accurate figures are 
available, there were 3,055 elected county committees of 3 members 
each in 2,969 offices in the United States. 

There were 28,133 elected community committees of 3 members 
each. The total number of committeemen serving all of agriculture 
was 92,674, not counting alternate members. 

These committeemen, along with the State offices, are handling 
Government business in excess of $4 billion. They are responsible for 
carrying out seven major agricultural programs. 

The seven programs and the funds available for them in the 1957 
fiscal year are: 

By mandate of Congress: 

1. The agricultural conservation program, $250 million. 

2. Acreage allotment and marketing quota, adieiieention expense 
funds available for all crops in all States and counties, $37,500,000. 

3. The national soil bank, $1.2 billion authorized for this crop year. 

By administrative determination: 

4. Regular price-support operations involving loans on 13 crops 
with a dollar loan volume of $1,488,307 ,232. 

5. Commodity Credit Corporation storage programs, and direct 
supervision of Government-owned bins with a storage capacity of 
982,784,707 bushels. These bins contained grain valued at 
$1,077,680,324 as of April 30, 1956. 

6. The national wool price-support program involving up to $56 
million in wool production incentive payments. 

7. The sugar program, $40,000,000. 

Committees also are responsible for a number of other programs, 
including administration of emergency programs such as wind ero- 
sion, hurricane, and flood, $6 million; limited work on section 32 price- 
support surplus-removal operations, $4 million; emergency feed and 
hay program; and work with selective service affecting farm draftees. 


HIGHER PAY FOR OFFICE MANAGERS 


The Department of Agriculture has started a 3-year program to 
increase salaries in county ASC offices. Congress has approved an 
increase totaling $5,865,704 for a higher pay scale for fiscal 1957. 

The Department contemplates that similar increases will be re- 
quired in each of the next 2 years, making a total i in higher salary costs 
of $17,597,112 over a 3-year period. 

The pay increase plan is an outgrowth of criticisms by the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture, in its report on Depart- 
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ment appropriation hearings last year. The House committee’s 
report said: 


It is recommended that the regular full-time employees of 
these offices be required to meet civil-service qualifications 
for comparable work, and be paid on a basis comparable to 
regular Federal salaries. 


The Department plan is to— 

1. Raise county office manager salaries to the level considered 
desirable in the first year. 

2. Apply the balance remaining in the first year to increases in 
salaries of other county office employees. 

3. Boost all county office salaries over the 3-year period. 

Instructions for establishing a new pay scale for county office 
managers have been sent to the States (instruction No. 330-332). 

The effect of these instructions, insofar as county office managers 
are concerned, is to classify the position in each county without refer- 
ence to the incumbent office manager. Differences in responsibility, 
amount, and difficulty of work involved, competitive local wage rates, 
etc., are to be taken into account. Qualifications of the office manager 
to fill the position are to be checked later. 

Pay scales which formerly ran in the lowest grade from $2,300 to 
$2,780 in 6 steps will, under the new plan, run from $3,300 to $4,140 
in 7 steps. Pay scales which formerly ran in the highest grade from 
$5,000 to $5,750 in 6 steps will, under the new plan, run from $5,940 
to $6,750 in 7 steps. 

A special CO Grade 10 is:to be established in 25 to 30 of the large 
counties with heavy workloads and a large number of programs 
operating. This grade ranges from $6,400, starting salary, to $7,210 
in 7 steps. Longevity increases are provided in all grades. 

Thus, additional expenditures, additional hirings, and further 
turnover in county ASC offices are in prospect this fiscal year. 


VII. FrnpInGs AND CONCLUSIONS 


The subcommittee makes the following findings and conclusions: 

(a) Concerning the farmer committee system of program adminis- 
tration and the Department of Agriculture attitude toward it: 

1. Elected farmer committees have a proven record of good adminis- 
tration at reasonable cost. They are mandated by Congress to 
administer major farm programs. ‘They should continue to do so, in 
fact as well as in name. ‘The democratic process in the management 
of agricultural programs should be broadened and strengthened. 

2. There are solid grounds for concern that changes in the elected 
farmer committee system and attitudes of Department of Agriculture 
officials have put farm programs on a path leading to enlargement of 
the role of the “bureaucrat” and diminution of the role of the farmer. 

Changes in the past few years have made farmers more an accessory 
of administration than a principal of administration. Officials many 
times have expressed a preference for administration primarily by 
appointive officials rather than by elected farmers. 

3. In an effort to improve the election method, the Department has 
succeeded in complicating and confusing it. Appointive election 
boards have been established for the conduct of elections. Appointive 
nominating committees have been set up for selecting nominees in 
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case of ballot by mail. Appointive State officials have been given the 
power to determine what system is to be used. 

4. The difficulties in Missouri are a prime example of how indif- 
ference toward the fate of the elected farmer committee system can lead 
to administrative excesses, disruptions, abuses, increased costs and 
attempts at political control. 

5. The political petronags potential of the Department’s plan to 
increase county office manager salaries; the increase in spending 
through the soil-bank program this year; and the Department’s 
record of ineffectiveness in coping with flagrant abuses in Missouri 
warrant a periodic review by the Congress of administrative procedures 
and actions. ! 

6. Strengthening legislation is essential to make the democratically 
elected farmer committee system of farm program administration 
function effectively. 

(6) Concerning the role of the Department of Agriculture in 
Missouri: 

1. The Department has shown administrative negligence in permit- 
ting continued abuse of the farmer committee system and disregard 
of rules and regulations for at least 2 years without a full-scale investi- 
gation and appropriate corrective action. 

The indifference of top officials in the Department of Agriculture 
to the continued abuse of farmer-elected county committees by the 
appointed Missouri State ASC committee was most unfortunate. 
Such continued indifference to the rights and authority of the farmer- 
elected representatives inevitably results in loss of farmer confidence 
in the Department’s administration of all farm programs. 

2. Responsible officials have permitted the Department’s good 
name to be used, without proper investigation, in repeating such 
charges against farmers as “sabotage,” and ‘obvious manipulation.” 
The Secretary of Agriculture lent the prestige of his name and office 
to repetition of the charge of “obvious manipulation” against the 
Boone County committee. No evidence was brought before any 
session of any hearing the subcommittee held to support such a 
charge. Following the second Washington hearing, the Department 
acknowledged the absence of evidence to support the charge by 
reinstating the accused county committee. 

3. The Department was uncooperative in the subcommittee’s 
investigation into the Missouri complaints, and was slow in responding 
to subcommittee requests for materials and answers to specific ques- 
tions bearing on the investigation. 

In very recent weeks, however, this attitude has changed. On 
June 28, 1956, Secretary Benson wrote in response to a letter from 
Senator Symington: 


I strongly commend the efforts of Senator Humphrey’s 
subcommittee in focusing attention on situations in the 
farmer-committee system which warrant scrutiny. I wish 
to see the operations of the farmer committees continue in 
sound condition as a vital part of the administration of 
national agricultural programs. 


The subcommittee welcomes this assurance on the part of the 
Secretary, and would welcome his support of legislation to insure that 
farmer committees do in fact have a vital part in farm program 
administration. 
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(c) Concerning the Missouri ASC Committee: 

1. The State committee has been dictatorial in its methods and 
abusive in its treatment of elected committeemen and State office 
employees, disregarded regulations, and was careless in its charges. 

In its attempts to dominate the elected farmer committees, the State 
committee brought disrepute on the entire program and earned the 
censure of farm people and many Missouri newspapers, Democratic, 
Republican, and independent. 

2. The investigation disclosed abundant evidence to support the 
charge of attempts to manipulate the ASC farmer committee system, 
and in particular the selection of county office managers, for political 
purposes. This is shown by numerous citations in sworn testimony 
taken at the Missouri hearing, and by letters distributed by Republi- 
can Officials in the State of Missouri. 

3. In at least 17 Missouri counties the State committee has violated 
USDA regulations by refusing to allow the county committees to hire 
office manager applicants of their choice who met qualifications. 

4. In at least 15 Missouri counties the State committee has violated 
USDA regulations by either hiring or forcing the county committees 
to hire office manager applicants not of their own choice. 

5. In at least 6 Missouri counties the State committee has violated 
USDA regulations by either delaying or refusing to honor the county 
committee’s dismissal of a county office manager. 

6. In at least 5 Missouri counties the State ASC committee has 
violated USDA regulations by maintaining a dismissed county office 
manager on the payroll. 

7. In at least four Missouri counties the State committee made 
unwarranted and unsubstantiated charges against county com- 
mitteemen. 

8. In at least 12 Missouri counties the State committee has violated 
USDA regulations by either suspending or dismissing county com- 
mitteemen without sufficient cause. 

9. In at least three Missouri counties the State committee has 
violated USDA regulations by failure to make, or unreasonable 
delay in making, fina) disposition of the cases of county committeemen 
under suspension. 

10. In at least six Missouri counties the State committee, and/or 
its field representatives, has violated USDA regulations by ordering 
the dismissal of county office employees without sufficient cause. 

11. In at least one Missouri county the State committee has violated 
USDA appeal procedure regulations by refusal to grant, or unreason- 
- delay in granting, dismissed county committeemen an appeal 

earing. 

12. e, at least two Missouri counties the State committee has 
violated USDA appeal procedure regulations by failure to keep a 
verbatim transcript of appeal hearings. 

13. In at least 14 Missouri counties the State committee, and/or 
its field representatives, have violated USDA regulations by political 
manipulation of the farmer committee system. 

14. The State committee violated USDA regulations by et 
on county office manager qualification standards which had not ha 
the approval of the USDA. 

15. In at least 12 Missouri counties the State committee has 
violated the intent of USDA regulations and good administrative 
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practice by refusal or failure to make proper investigation prior to 
suspension or dismissal of county committeemen. 

16. The State committee violated good administrative procedure 
by failure to keep minutes of State committee meetings. 

(d) Concerning individual members of the State committee: 

1. Prior to appointment as State committee chairman, Mr. Murray 
Colbert improperly sold mortgaged corn while it was under a Com- 
modity Credit Corporation seal. 

2. de State committee chairman, Mr. Colbert, in at least 7 Missouri 
counties, violated USDA regulations by threatening to suspend or 
dismiss county committeemen without sufficient cause. 

3. In at least three Missouri counties, Mr. Colbert made unwar- 
ranted and unsubstantiated charges against county committeemen. 

4. In at least one Missouri county Mr. Colbert, by his dictatorial 
methods, forced the resignation of a county committee. 

5. In at least two Missouri counties, Mr. Colbert violated USDA 
regulations by insisting on the employment of a particular applicant. 

6. In at least two Missouri counties, Mr. Colbert violated USDA 
regulations by ‘‘on the spot’’ suspension or dismissal of county com- 
mitteemen without sufficient cause. 

7. In at least four Missouri counties Mr. Colbert acted in a manner 
unbecoming a public official by fighting, offering to fight, or abusively 
addressing county committeemen. 

8. In at least one Missouri county, State; Committeeman O. A. 
Knight acted improperly and violated USDA regulations by insisting 
on the employment of a particular office-manager applicant, by 
attempting to secure signature against an office manager, by threaten- 
ing suspension of the county committee without cause, and by making 
unwarranted partisan political statements about the operation of the 
county program. 

9. In at least three Missouri counties, State Committeeman Kermit 
Bailey violated USDA regulations by insisting the county committee 
either hire or retain a particular person as office manager. 

10. In at least two Missouri counties, Mr. Bailey violated USDA 
regulations by threatening to dismiss the county committee without 
sufficient cause. 

11. In at least one Missouri county State Committeeman Harry 
Campbell violated the intent of USDA regulations by stating office 
managers had to be of one political faith. 


VIII. RecomMMENDATIONS 


The subcommittee makes the following recommendations, based on 
its findings and conclusions: 

1. That the Department of Agriculture make careful review of the 
Missouri ASC office. 

2. That in view of the large number of dismissals and suspensions 
in Missouri, amounting to a fourth of those in the entire Nation, the 
Department of iialiee= 

(a) Review each case of suspension and dismissal. 

(6) Promptly clear any individuals unjustly treated. 

(c) Give any committeeman so desiring a fair and impartial 
hearing in Missouri. 
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(2) Restore full rights, including the right to hold office, to 
any committeeman found to have been suspended or dismissed 
without adequate cause. 

3. That the Department of Agriculture withdraw its insistence upon 
the use of county office managers in every county in every State regard- 
less of practice or tradition, and make it optional by major adminis- 
trative areas to use the present system or restore full farmer committee 
control. 

4. That S. 544 be amended in the following manner so as to make the 
elected farmer committee system more democratic, and to provide 
justice in the appeals procedure: 


A. COMMITTEE ELECTIONS 


1. Community committeemen to be nominated in open meeting 
from the floor and elected by secret ballot at community meetings. 

2. The chairman of each community committee to become a dele- 
gate to the county nominating convention. 

3. The county nominating convention to nominate two farmers for 
each position to be filled on the county committee, including alternate 
members. 

4. The nominating convention to be held at least 15 days prior to 
election of the county committee, with adequate publicity being given 
to such nominations. 

5. The county committee to be elected by secret ballot with every 
farmer in the county eligible to cast a vote, whether an active partici- 
pant in farm programs or not. 

(a) Balloting to be by mail. 

(6) The Secretary to set up such safeguards as are necessary to 
insure strict secrecy in the handling of ballots. 

(c) Ballots to be counted by the incumbent county committee 
(rather than by a representative of some other agency), with a repre- 
sentative of the State office present at the count, or with ballots to be 
held and returns certified to the State office. 

(2) The five nominees receiving the largest number of votes to be 
members and alternates of the county committee; the chairman to be 
elected by the duly elected committee members. 


B. STATE COMMITTEES 


1. County committeemen to elect one member of the State com- 
mittee at a fall election, the member to serve for the following calendar 
year. 

2. Two members of the State committee to be appointed by the 
Secretary after the elective member is known. 

3. The Secretary to determine that each member of the State com- 
mittee has had experience as a member of a county committee. 

4. Secretarial powers of removal for cause to be in no way impaired. 


C. APPEALS PROCEDURE 


1. That the power of State committees to remove elected county 
committeemen without a hearing be withdrawn. 

2. That the power of State committees in such cases be limited to 
that of suspension— 
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(a) Following majority vote of the State committee. 

(6) With provision that the State committee give the accused 
a statement of charges, advice as to rights, and opportunities for 
appeal. 

(c) A time limit on suspension to be established to prevent 
suspension for indefinite periods, but so fixed that the accused has 
time to prepare an answer. 

3. That removal hearings be substituted at the State office level 
for present appeal hearings. 
(a) A representative of the Washington area or regional office to be 
present at removal hearings. 
4. That an elective appeals board be established, composed of not 
less than 3 nor more than 5 members of county committees. 
(a) Such appeal boards to hear State appeal cases following removal 
after appropriate hearing. 
5. That the present opportunity to appeal to the Administrator in 
Washington be retained in cases of split decisions within a State. 
6. That all evidence bearing on a case be permitted at appeal 
hearings. 
Hvusert H. Humparey, Chairman. 
W. Kerr Scorvr. 
SruartT SYMINGTON. 








MINORITY VIEWS 


The minority members of this committee feel that the charges made 
in the majority report against the Department of Agriculture and its 
officials about their attitude toward the farmer committee system and 
their cooperation with the committee in this investigation are un- 
warranted and unsupported by the facts brought out in this hearing. 

Difficulties, controversies, and reports of maladministration have 
been a part of the history of the ASC program in Missouri in earlier 
years and under previous administrations. The current record shows 
that armost 30 percent of all the dismissals and resignations in the 
farmer committee system in the entire United States during 1954-55 
occurred in Missouri. There was no evidence, bowever, that farmers 
had been unable to get good service in the farm programs in Missouri 
or that there had been any scandals in administration or serious 
irregularities in the use of funds. 

These facts and a study of the details of the incidents reported in 
the record show quite clearly that the so-called ‘‘Missouri mess’”’ was, 
in the main, a series of clashes of personalities and local squabbles 
over local jobs. Politics may have entered into these squabbles to 
be sure, but usually, in terms of numbers, there seemed to be about 
an equal division between Republicans and Democrats. 

Testimony indicates that a conscientious effort was made by the 
State committee to improve the selection of county managers who 
have responsibility for the day-to-day functioning of county offices. 
Under the American system of government it is not only proper but 
commendable that the Republican organization in the State of 
Missouri should recommend that its membership possessing requisite 
experience and qualifications become interested in serving in positions 
such as county office managers. The minority feels this is a proper 
function of both political parties and that the majority views criti- 
cizing this function are ill-considered. 

In a statement before this committee on June 11, 1956, at the 
second Washington hearing, under Secretary True D. Morse said: 


In the unavoidable absence of Secretary Benson this morn- 
ing I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you and restate 
our wdlisien and attitude with respect to the use of State and 
local committees in carrying out the agricultural stabiliza- 
tion and conservation program. We have always recognized, 
and on many occasions have paid public tribute to, the many 
splendid contributions to agriculture which the committee 
system has made. Our goal has consistently been to make 
the best possible use of these farmer-elected committees. 
Today, we are even more firmly convinced of the desirability 
of having an alert and effective committee system through 


50 











THE ELECTED FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 51 


which to administer action farm programs which so directly 
and vitally affect millions of our American farmers. 


There is no question but that the elected farmer committees have 
proven a tremendous and vital force in the agricultural endeavors of 
our Nation since the idea of local county program administration was 
placed in operation some 22 years ago. But these committees are, 
and always have been, the arms or agents of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

The majority state the farmer committee system, as an agent of 
the Department of Agriculture handle “literally billions of dollars of 
Government funds in payments, loans, and property.” For that 
reason it would hardly seem necessary to direct attention to the fact 
that the Secretary of Agriculture, whoever he may be, has the re- 
sponsibility for executing the programs and that in the administration 
of his responsibilities it is essential that the committees be responsible 
to him and that he must be able to make necessary decisions and 
determine policies relating to the operations of the elected committees. 

The making of regulations and the issuing of implementing instruc- 
tions is necessary not only to provide for uniformity of interpretation 
of program activities and uniformity of treatment of farmer partici- 
pants in all counties but the determination of policies pertaining to 
staffing needs. 

Therefore the implication of the majority report is unwarranted, 
namely, that the elected farmer committees have full administrative 
responsibility in carrying forth the programs and that through 
exercise of authority by the Secretary of Agriculture in the area of 
administration the committees are now unable to perform the duties 
imposed under the several Congressional directives for the use of such 
committees. 

We readily agree that the investigation by this subcommittee has 
reflected numerous complaints in Missouri, relating to internal staffing 
of county offices and what we would term “housekeeping activities.” 
In its report, the majority includes “findings of fact’’ involving 26 
counties. The minority seriously questions the credulity of the 
majority’s views and conclusions regarding the 26 cases since charges 
involving 10 counties came to the subcommittee only as insertions in 
the record with the subcommittee given no opportunity to directly 
examine those instituting. the charges. It is the position of the 
minority that it is unfortunate that the majority attempted to develop 
conclusions on the basis of charges carried in the printed hearings 
only as insertions and not as recorded oral testimony. 

Neither in Missouri nor anywhere else has there been any number 
of material or significant complaints by farmer participants in the 
programs nor showings of interference at either the State or national 
level with county committee program responsibilities in the field of 
program administration such as allotments incident to corn, wheat, 
and other agricultural commodities. 

The absence of complaint of program abuses by the Washington 
authorities tends to disprove allegations made by the majority that 
there is an effort to dispense with the invaluable services of local 
farmer elected committees, in the discharge of program operations. 
Thus disagreements over persons to be employed within the county 
offices or even over the policies in making necessary appointments 
would hardly seem to justify a conclusion that commencing in 1953 
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an arbitrary pattern of operation was adopted which would admin- 
istratively sterilize the elected farmer committee system. 

The majority report apparently makes such'a conclusion on the 
assumption that adopting certain standards of high qualifications for 
employment of county office managers usurps the powers of the elected 
county committees in the approximate 2,969 offices in the United 
States. Initiation of the county office manager requirement in those 
States comprising the Midwest area which includes Missouri and 
seven other States is only an extension of the organizational system 
evolved in the majority of other States prior to 1953. 

The majority report lauds the accomplishments of the county 
committee system on a national scale and this minority is in full 
accord with recognizing the achievements of the committees. How- 
ever, the recognition given to the accomplishments of farmer county 
committees operating under the office manager system in the majority 
of States prior to 1953 is not consistent with the position expressed 
by the majority membership of this subcommittee. Simply by reason 
of information developed in one State, which information is concerned 
almost exclusively with local administrative differences on internal 
matters as distinguished from program administration, the majority 
contends that the whole committee system is in danger. We must 
express strong disagreement with such contention. 

It is true the Republican State organization of Missouri made visible 
efforts to interest individuals from its ranks in applying for positions 
as county managers. There is, however, no merit to a general charge 
that any patronage system exclusively favoring one political party 
over another has been installed by the present administration or that 
endorsement by a political committee is a requisite to employment. 
This is evidenced by an instance in one Missouri county where the 
all-Republican county committee fired the county office manager who 
had Republican endorsement. 

The majority charges that there has been reduced farmer partici- 
pation in programs because of the activities disclosed in the State of 
Missouri. We are informed that in farmer participation in agricul- 
tural conservation programs the State of Missouri ranked 14th in 
percentage of all States and that Missouri ranked second in dollars 
expended on such programs in that State in 1954. This would indi- 
cate there has been active participation by farmers in the program 
after 1953, and refutes the views expressed by some witnesses, and 
adopted by the Majority. 

The minority is concerned with the disclosures involving the employ- 
ment of personnel at the county level, the indicated attempts to 
require employment contrary to the desires of county committee- 
men, and the actions affecting county committeemen. This concern 
has been voiced also by the highest levels within the Department of 
Agriculture. As stated by the Secretary, it is his wish to see the 
operations of farmer committees continue in sound condition as a 
vital part of the administration of national agricultural programs. 
Further assurances of taking corrective action in individual cases 
were given in testimony before this committee by the representatives 
of the Secretary. Concrete evidence of the validity of the assurances 
is reflected by the recent review involving Boone County. 

The minority regrets that the State ASC committee was not’ given 
an opportunity during the extensive hearings to present affirmative 
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evidence to indicate its responsible stewardship. Also to be re- 
gretted is the fact that the State committee was never presented a 
bill of particulars from which it could have developed an intelligent 
rebuttal. 

The minority is of the view that the sweeping charges of the majority 
in its report are unjustified and that nothing has developed in these 
hearings to weaken public confidence in the ability or desire of the 
officials of the United States Department of Agriculture to build and 
administer a strong and effective farmer committee system. 


Karu E. Munpr. 
ANDREW F. ScHOEPPEL. 





APPENDIXES 


AppENDIxX A 
EarLty COMMITTEE ORGANIZATION PLANS 


Two weeks following passage of the Agricultura] Adjustment Act 
of 1933 the idea of setting up a farmer committee system had been 
pretty well accepted by the administrators in Washington, but no 
definite plan had been approved. 

The proposed committee system is discussed in a memorandum for 
Mr. Chester Davis dated May 25, 1933, and written by Mordecai 
Ezekiel, then an economic adviser to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
That part of the memorandum dealing with plans for the committee 
system follows: 

“6. COMMITTEE ORGANIZATION 


“While the idea has been generally accepted that the county 
administrator would secure the assistance of committees or groups of 
farmers in making contacts with individual farmers, no definite plan for 
the committee organization has been finally developed or approved. 
Two ideas have been developed: 

“1. Wilson suggested that a ‘County farmers association’ should 
be formed of all of the cooperating farmers in the county, and that 
this association, in county meeting or in township meeting, should 
elect groups or committees of farmers to carry on the necessary 
operations and functions. The county administrator would serve as 
the secretary of the association and generally help steer its activities 
and see that the various regulations were followed; but the decisions 
as between individual farmers, would be made by the committees or 
officers elected or appointed by the association. 

“2. Wilson also suggested that the association would set the wages 
and expenses to be paid the various members of the committees, and 
would raise the necessary funds by an assessment on the benefit 

ayments which otherwise would be received by the individual mem- 
co This scheme would insure the maximum amount of local 
responsibility and would hold down the expenses for local operation 
to a minimum. The only expenses which would have to be paid 
directly from Washington would be the cost of the local administrator, 
where a new aid is to be appointed, and probably of a full-time or 
part-time clerk and/or stenographer, in each county. 

‘“‘An alternative suggestion would be to have the county agent or 
county administrator directly responsible for the final approval of 
allocations, contracts, or other decisions between individual farmers, 
assisted by committees or groups of farmers which he himself or a 
local advisory group which he organized for the purpose would select. 
Under this scheme there would be much less local responsibility, since 
the final decision would rest in the hands of a Government employee. 
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In view of the short time available, however, it may be necessary to 
follow this system this year—at least with respect to cotton. 

“In any case, it seems desirable to provide for the establishment of 
State ‘appeal boards’ and possibly ‘regional appeal boards,’ within 
each State, composed of outstanding farmers, to which disputes 
between local farmers and the administrative officers or committees 
could be referred, so that when otherwise insoluble differences of 
opinion arose as to the rights or benefits of individual farmers under 
the act, the matters could be decided through special agencies without 
having to be taken to the courts and without unduly delaying the 
regular work in the hands of the administrators. 

“These are merely preliminary suggestions, indicating some of the 
problems which will need to be solved before an effective functioning 
of the field organization can be gotten going. Many more similar 
problems no doubt will come up as the work progresses.”’ 


A COMMITTEE PLAN ADOPTED BY JULY 


A little more than a month following date of the memorandum to 
Mr. Davis, the decision had been made to go ahead with the committee 
system substantially as suggested earlier by M. L. Wilson. 

The outline of this plan and its general purposes and objectives were 
es by Mr. Wilson in a signed story in the New York Times of 
July 2, 1933. That part of the story dealing with the committee 
system is reproduced here: 


‘Tv. LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY 


“The program contemplates only the minimum essential direction 
from Washington and State agencies. Its operation will be decen- 
tralized, placing large responsibility on local groups, consisting mainly 
of farmers, who will set up their own county organizations to make 
allotments and carry out the essential task of determining whether 
each man has fulfilled his agreement. These county units are the 
keystone of cooperative self-help of farmers with Federal assistance. 

‘The Government will assist the farmers in organizing their county 
rr and whatever other organizations may be necessary. The 
arm administration, working with existing agencies, will keep the 
records on State and national production. But the fundamental, 
close-to-the-soil work of making the plan operate in the township 
and on the farms will be up to the farmers themselves. 

“The administrators of this plan are fully aware of the fact that it 
is an untrodden path and that large problems confront them and their 
cooperating farmers in the county administration. The entire plan 
of production adjustment will succeed or fail largely as the county 
administration succeeds or fails. The difficulties are many, but we 
do not feel that they are insurmountable. 

“‘Although experience alone can show what will be the most efficient 
type of local organization, the program in a county will be put into 
effect as follows: The county agricultural agent or some other person 
temporarily named for organization work will arrange meetings of 
wheat producers in each community. At each of these meetings a rep- 
resentative will be selected to serve as a member of the county board 
of directors. This board will select from its membership a county 
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executive committee of three, who will bear the brunt of the work in 
the county. 
“FIXING THE AMOUNT 


“The central office in Washington will compute from the official 
records the allotment for each State and each county and send this 
list of allotments to the various counties. This fixes the amount of 
wheat on which adjustment payments will be made. The computa- 
tion cannot be made for individual farmers from the available records 
at Washington, but must be done by the local committees. It will 
be up to the county committee to divide the fixed county allotment 
fairly among the wheat producers in proportion to their past produc- 
tion. 

“The fact that farmers usually know what their neighbors are 
doing is expected to a powerful influence in making the plan work 
fairly in the individual counties. The county committee will ask 
each farmer to report his average ac reage and production for the last 
3 years. This will then be published in a local newspaper, and on the 
basis of these statements the county committee will allot to each 
farmer his proportion of his average past production. This list will 
be published locally. After the allotments have been made to each 
farmer, the list is certified by the local committee and sent to Wash- 
ington, and from that list the adjustment payments will be made. 

“It is expected that overstatement by any farmer of his past pro- 
duction will be noticed by his neighbors, who are likely to report the 
discrepancy. Fixed allotment for each county means that only a 
certain amount of benefit payments can be made in each county and 
that no farmer can get more than his share except at the expense of 
his neighbors. 

“The program also contemplates an inspector for each county. He 
will, therefore, not be called on to inspect fields in his own county or 
township. 

“Each county will pay its expenses out of the total funds available 
to it on the basis of its allotment. This will give inducement for 
farmers and their committees in each county to be as economical as 
ferent: The less they spend in carrying out the plan, the more will 

e available for benefit payments to individual farmers. 

“In principle, adjustment payments are open to any wheat farmer 
in the United States who signs and conforms to the production agree- 
ment. Economical administration of the program, however, probably 
will make it inadvisable for farmers to set up the ‘wheat organization 
in every county growing wheat. It has been estimated that in coun- 
ties producing less than 100,000 bushels, the overhead costs of county 
organization will be substantially higher than in heavy wheat-produc- 
ing regions where it is believed, cost will be not more than 2 cents a 
bushel. The accompanying map shows the counties producing more 
than 200,000 bushels each, and together about 90 percent of the 
Nation’s normal output. 


‘“‘CONSUMER’S INTEREST 


“Many readers will naturally ask: ‘What about the consumer in all 
this farm relief?’ The question is a fair one, and the farmers of the 
plan took it into account from the beginning. The plan itself provides 
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that the price and the tax together shall not be higher in relation to 
the price farmers pay than was the price of wheat before the war. 

“This establishes the limit above which the cost of wheat, for bread 
and other wheat products consumed in this country, cannot be raised 
by reason of the adjustment act. 

“Some increase in costs to consumers is inevitable; but in the case 
of wheat and most cotton goods, the value of the raw material that 
goes into the finished product is so small compared with the total cost 
of the finished product itself that the increase in price of the raw ma- 
terial makes only a small difference in the price to the consumer. For 
instance, it has been estimated that the increase in the price of bread 
would not be more than half a cent per pound loaf. The bakers of 
the country have assured us that they will not use the processing tax 
to boost the price of bread unduly. 


“THE PUBLIC’S VIEW 


“The recent rise in the price of wheat did not disturb the consumers. 
On the contrary, it brought general rejoicing. Instead of worrying 
about the rise, the public felt that this was one of the signs of improving 
times. The consumer may be asked to pay a little more; but for 
years he has had the advantage of cheap food from the farm products 
sold at ruinously low prices, and with it he has had the disadvantage 
of a depleted farm buying power. The real importance of the latter 
has been driven home to the industrial population in the present de- 
pression. 

“It is more important for the city consumer to consider what he is 
going to get out of the agricultural adjustment program through its 
effect on business conditions than merely what it is going to cost him. 
The adjustment payments to farmers and the increase in farm prices 
mean for the near future a large volume of purchasing power in the 
hands of farmers who have bought very little for several years and 
who will buy a great deal of city-made goods as soon as they can.” 





Apprnpix B 


SECRETARY BreNson ANNOUNCES CHANGES IN PMA CommirrEE 
OPERATIONS 


Wasnineton, March 25, 1958. 

Greater uniformity, efficiency, and economy in the operation of 
State and county offices of the Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion are called for in changed operating methods announced today by 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson. 

Under the new policy, which is to take effect immediately, the local 
policy-forming and policy-execution functions of these farm-program 
offices are being separated. The program and administrative policy- 
forming functions will continue to rest with the State PMA com- 
mittees, which are selected by the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
county PMA committees, which are elected by farmers themselves. 

The policies which are determined by the State committee, however, 
will be carried out by committee emplovees under the direction of a 
State administrative officer, working under the committee’s direction 








58 THE ELECTED FARMER COMMITTEE SYSTEM 


and responsible to it. All State committeemen, including the chair- 
man, will work on a when-actually-employed basis, rather than as 
full-time employees, 

“This change in handling PMA fieldwork,” stated Secretary Benson, 
“will result in savings of an estimated $125,000 annually in State 
and another $500,000 in county office operation. This is based on 
an estimated average of 75 days actual employment by State and 
county committeemen.”’ 

At the county level a county office manager, selected by the county 
committee and responsible to it, will carry out the policies determined 
by the county committee and be responsible for day-to-day operations, 
County committeemen, like the State committeemen, will work only 
on a part-time basis. 

“This method of operation will enable each member of the team to 
perform functions which he is best able to carry out,’ Secretary 
Benson said in commenting on the operational changes. ‘The 
State and county committees will in effect serve as a ‘board of directors’ 
to determine policy, but they will not be asked to spend their time on 
routine administrative matters. They will be paid for the time they 
spend in policy-formingjwork, while'staffs'trained in office management 
and administrative work will carry out such policy. 

‘‘We are also establishing a rotation system for each State committee 
under which one or more State committeemen will be replaced each 
year. This will make it possible to bring fresh and wider viewpoints 
to bear. It will also insure stability and continuity of policy.” 





AppENpDIx C 


SECRETARY BENSON ANNOUNCES CHANGES AFFECTING LocaL ASC 
CoMMITTEES 


WasHINnGToN, June 15, 1954. 


Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson today announced several 
important changes in regulations governing the election, qualifications, 
and duties of county and community agricultural stabilization and 
conservation committeemen. 

Major changes would: 

1. Create county and community election boards which would 
conduct the annual elections of committeemen. 

2. Limit to 3 the number of consecutive terms a farmer may serve 
as a county or community committeeman, except that where all 3 
members of the county committee have already served 3 consecutive 
terms 1 member shall be eligible for election to 1 additional term. 

3. Prohibit officials of general farm organizations from serving as 
members of county ASC committees. 

4. Prohibit county committeemen from acting: (a) as sales agents 
or employees of the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, (6) market- 
ing quota review committeemen, and (c) as employees of their own 
county offices. 

Other revisions in the regulations provide for the removal of county 
and community committeemen, county office employees, and election 
board members only by a majority vote of the State ASC committee. 
A majority vote was not required under previous regulations. 
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Provision is also made for the right of appeal by ousted committee- 
men or election board members to the State ASC committee and to 
the Deputy Administrator for Production Adjustment, Commodity 
Stabilization Service. Heretofore, appeals beyond the State committee 
were not provided by regulation. 

“These changes are the outgrowth of a year’s study of the entire 
system.” Secretary Benson said. ‘They represent the combined 
thinking of farmers themselves, State and county committeemen and 
administrators within the Department who have been closest to the 
problem. 

“The revised regulations are designated to strengthen farmer con- 
trol of local program administration, to stimulate more extensive 
farmer participation in community elections, and to encourage more 
farmers to serve as community and county committeemen. 

“To insure fair and impartial community elections, provision is 
made for the creation of a county election board, consisting of the 
county agent as chairman and the heads of the Soil Conservation 
Service office and the Farmers Home Administration office as well as 
the heads of each general farm organization operating within the 
county. This board will designate three-member community election 
boards consisting of farmers who are not incumbent county or com- 
munity committeemen. The community boards will conduct, without 
compensation, the annual election of community committees and dele- 
gates to county conventions. 

The Secretary pointed out that the limitation of three consecutive 
terms for committeemen is expected to encourage ‘‘broader participa- 
tion in community elections by many more farmers than has been true 
in the past. 

“The prohibition against farm organization officials serving as 
county committeemen is designed to prevent any possible domination 
of a public agency by a private agricultural group,” Secretary Benson 
said. ‘This provision was adopted to insure that the farm program 
will be run by farmers, who have in turn been elected by farmers. 

“County committeemen will no longer be eligible to serve as em- 
ployees of their own county offices because grassroots experience 
shows that in 87 percent of our counties better administration has 
resulted when the policy forming function is vested in the county 
committee and the policy,executing function is delegated to a full-time 
office manager, hired by and responsible to the committee.” 





Apprenpirx D 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 


The following acts of the Congress provide legislative authority 
and direction to the Secretary of Agriculture in the present use of 
State and county farmer committees for administration of agricultural 
programs: 

1. Section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act of 1936, as amended—provides for mandatory use of committees 
in administration of agricultural-conservation program. 

2. Section 388 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended—provides for mandatory use of committees in administra- 
tion of acreage-allotment and marketing-quota programs. 
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3. Section 117 of the Agricultural Act of 1956—provides for man- 
datory use of committees in administering soil-bank program. 

4. Section 401 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended—pro- 
vides discretionary authority for use of a@gmmittees in price-support 
operations. ° 

5. Section 12 of the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act— 
provides discretionary authority for use of committees in CCC storage 
operations. 

6. Section 703 of the Agricultural Act of 1954—provides discre- 
tionary authority for use of committees in the wool price-support 
program. 

7. Section 305 of the Sugar Act of 1948—provides discretionary 
authority for use of committees in the sugar program. 

(Note.—Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 gives the Secretary 
authority (subject to specified exceptions) to transfer functions of 
the Department from one agency to another.) 


ApprpENDIx E 


Missourr Repusiican State Commirrer, 
Montgomery City, Mo., May 29, 1958. 

Dear County CHartrMAN (or Vice CHAIRMAN): The PMA election 
will be held on July 31 at the township level. At this election a county 
committeeman or committeewoman and an alternate committeeman 
or committeewoman will be chosen. This,county,committee in turn 
elects a county board from its membership and the law requires that 
this board must be selected by August 1. The board consists of chair- 
man, vice chairman, and third member and first, second, and third 
alternates. 

Who votes at the township level: Any farm owner or operator or 
sharecropper whose name is on the mailing list at county PMA 
office. If you have never participated in these elections, you must 
go to the county PMA office and have your name put on the mailing 
list. A husband and wife can vote, or if either cannot come, a vote 
may be cast by proxy. 

Your county board selects, with the approval of your State PMA 
board, a county office manager who cannot be a PMA committee 
member. This office manager must be named by August 3. He is on 
a full-time basis, and he in turn chooses a chief clerk with the O. K. 
of the fieldman of that particular area. You county office manager 
is required to have 2 years of high school education and must either 
live or have lived on a farm. 

It is recommended that you immediately decide who would be the 
logical choice for county office manager in your county, start boosting 
him and file his application for the post at your county PMA office. 
Lest this be the type of office that would conveniently lose a Repub- 
lican application, you are advised to file a duplicate with the Repub- 
lican State committee. 

»«,There are 4,300 PMA employees*in' Missouri. They should be 
Republicans if we lend our energy to see to it that they are. The 
salary of county office manager ranges from $2,500 to $4,000, depend- 
ing upon the workload of the county. By workload is meant the 
scope of the program in the county. The chief clerk’s salary is 
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approximately $2,300, and it is recommended that this post be given 
toa woman. In addition, there will be in each county | to 3 clerks, 
dependent upon workload. 

Enclosed is list of the members of the present PMA board in your 
county. Copies of this information are being sent to you under 
separate cover for distribution to your committee who will have to 
help you at the township level. 

Will you keep the Republican State headquarters, Montgomery 
City, advised as to progress you are making and feel free to ask our 
assistance at any time. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. L. C. Davis, Vice Chairman. 


Apprenpix F 


Vernon County Repusiican ComMirres, 
Nevada, Mo., July 28, 1958. 


Dear Committee Memper: This is the last communication to 
you before the PMA elections on July 31 and is meant to emphasize 
the importance of giving all-out effort on the part of our Republican 
committee to seeing that we gain adequate representation on county 
PMA committees and boards. 

Following is the list of candidates as chosen at our last called 
meeting for that purpose as announced. 

They are: Roy A. True, Osage Township, Walker, Mo., chairman; 
Adhn . Whiteside, East Harrison Township, Moundville, Mo., vice 
chairman ; Roy Snodgrass, Virgil Township, Route 1, Eldorado Springs, 
Mo., member; Kenneth Earl Johnson, Henry Township, Stotesbury, 
Mo., first alternate; Duane Gast, Deerfield Township, Route 1, 
Nevada, Mo., second alternate; Charles Spillman, Badger Township, 
Route 2, Nevada, Mo., third alternate. 

Thank you for your many efforts. Your big job now is to get your 
Republican delegate elected. Then give him this list of names so that 
he can cast his vote for these above named this Saturday, August 1, 
here in Nevada. We must have 11 votes, from the possible 20 town- 
ship votes cast. Good luck. 

Sincerely, 
Ciype Seaton, 
Vernon County Chairman. 





AppENnDIx G 
JUNE 28, 1955. 
Mr. Murray C. Coxsert, 
Chairman State ASC Committee, 
Columbia, Mo. 


Dear Mr. Cousert; In view of the continuing number of diffi- 
culties encountered in our public relations on CSS programs in Mis- 
souri and in our work with important committees of Congress, it is 
specifically requested that the Missouri State ASC Committee sus- 
pend or remove no more personnel from county committees, com- 
munity committees, or the employee staff of any Missouri county 
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offices without review of the case here and specific prior approval from 
this office. We will be glad to assist you in interpretation of the 
regulations governing the removal of committeemen or county em- 
ployees if the need for such action arises. These may be taken up 
with your area director at any time. 
Sincerely yours, 
Eart M. Huaues. 





AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 
CONSERVATION COMMITTEE, 
Missouri State OFFICE, 
Columbia, Mo., September 21, 1956. 
To: Earl M. Hughes, Administrator. 
From: Missouri State ASC Committee State Office, Columbia, Mo. 
Subject: Actions on controversial problems. 

With further reference to the recent conversation between Murray 
C. Colbert, chairman, Missouri State ASC Committee, Mr. H. L. 
Manwaring, Deputy Administrator, Production Adjustment, and Mr. 
Lester E. Leigh, area director, CSS, it is unanimously agreed by the 
Missouri State ASC Committee that in all cases where action is neces- 
sary in Missouri on controversial problems, we will keep the Deputy 
Administrator promptly and fully informed concerning the actions 
proposed and taken. The State committee will in the future follow 
the law, the Secretary’s regulations, and CSS instructions governing 
all agricultural programs within its jurisdiction. 

Morray C. Co.sBert, 
Chairman. 
Kermit M. Battery, 


Member. 
O. A. Knieut, 
Member. 


OcroBEr 4, 1955. 
Mr. Murray C. Co.Bert, 
Chairman, Missouri ASC Commitiee, 
Columbia, Mo. 
Dear Mr. Cotsert: I am glad to rescind my letter of June 28 in 
view of the assurances in your committee’s statement of September 21. 
We look forward to your future cooperation and teamwork. 
Sincerely yours, 
Eart M. Hueues. 


Aprpenpix H 


DEcISION ON THE APPEAL OF Lynn Drange, Arcie NICHOLS, AND 
E. S. Wiitcoxon From TxHerr Removat From THE Boone County 
(Mo.) ASC CommiTrEes By THE Missourrt ASC State CoMMITTEE 


This decision is made under the provisions of section 7.33 of the 
regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture governing ASC county 
and community committees (7 C. F. R. 7.33), upon the appeal of 
Lynn Drane, Arcie Nichols, and E. S. Wilcoxon from their removal 
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from the Boone County (Mo.) ASC Committee by the Missouri 
ASC State Committee in October 1955. 

Mr. Lynn Drane was elected chairman, Arcie Nichols, vice chair- 
man, E. S. Wilcoxon, regular member, Robert Spiva, first alternate, 
and Ervin Brushwood, second alternate, of the Boone ASC County 
Committee in the 1955-56 elections and the committee entered on 
duty on September 1, 1955. The ASC State committee in individual 
letters dated October 14, 1955, to Messrs. Drane, Nichols, and Wil- 
coxon removed them from office effective upon receipt of the letters. 
In accordance with the rules of succession Robert Spiva then became 
chairman, Ervin Brushwood, vice chairman, and in a specially called 
county convention, Mr. E. R. Smith was elected regular member. 

These actions were taken by the State committee in accordance 
with the provisions of section 7.33 (a) of the Secretary’s regulations 
which provided as follows: 

“Any member of a county or community committee or alternate to 
such office or any member of a community election board who becomes 
ineligible for office under the provisions of section 7.29 or who fails to 
perform the duties of his office or who is incompetent or commits, or 
attempts or conspires to commit, fraud, shall be removed by the State 
committee, or if it appears that he may be subject to such removal, he 
may be suspended by the State committee pending an investigation. 
The State committee may also suspend pending investigation or 
remove any county or community committeeman or alternate, if such 
action is determined by majority vote of the State committee to be 
necessary for the success of any program administered by the county 
committee.”’ 

The reason given by the State committee for their unanimous 
action was that the county committee ‘‘manipulated’’ normal wheat 
yields which they established for farms having excess wheat acreage 
under the wheat acreage allotment and marketing quota program so 
that producers would be excused from paying proper penalties on 
their farm marketing excess. There were 21 cases in which the 
county committee established wheat normal yields and in no instance 
was a yield established which was equal to or greater than the normal 
yield established for Boone County. 

Section 28.553 (b) and (c) of the 1955 wheat marketing quota 
regulations provide: 

“Yields based on reliable records —Where reliable records of the 
actual average yield per acre for all of the 10 calendar years imme- 
diately preceding the calendar year in which the yield is determined 
are presented by the farmer or are available to the county committee, 
the normal yield per acre of wheat for the farm shall be determined 
to be the average of such yields, adjusted for abnormal weather 
conditions and trends in yields. 

“Appraised yields.—If for any year of such 10-year period records 
of the actual average yield are not available, or there was no actual 
rem: the normal yield per acre of wheat for the farm shall be appraised 

y the county committee, taking into consideration abnormal weather 
conditions, the normal yield for the county, and the yields in years 
for which data were available. Where the normal yields for the 
county is not considered representative of the normal yield for the 
farm, the county committee in appraising the normal yield for the 
farm shall take into consideration in lieu thereof the yields obtained 
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on farms in the same locality which are similar with respect to types 
of soil, topography, and farming practices associated with the pro- 
duction of wheat.” 

We have examined the farm folders containing the records on which 
the county committee established the normal yields for the farms in 
question and it appears that the regulations were not followed because 
the proper adjustments for trends in yields were not made as required, 
the procedure for appraising yields for farms on which there were no 
reliable yield records for the 10 preceding years was not properly 
applied, and the cases were not properly documented. However, the 
record also shows that the farms in question were not located in the 
major wheat producing areas of Boone County, the wheat in question 
in most cases was planted primarily for pasture or cover crop, the 
farms in question did not fertilize as heavily as a farmer producing 
wheat for market would have fertilized, or did not fertilize at all, 
and that the farms in question undoubtedly had a lower average 
10-year yield than that for the entire county. The county committee 
claims, and it has not been disputed, that they used the same method 
of establishing normal yields under the 1955 program as they did for 
1954. While this does not make the county committee action correct 
with respect to the 1955 program, it does indicate that the State 
committee did not discover the improper actions at an earlier time 
and did not take remedial action at least before the 1955 yields were 
set. The county committee on several occasions stated that they 
were doing the best job they could, that they were never apprised by 
a State committee representative of any deficiency on their part in 
setting normal yields, and that they would have been willing and 
anxious to follow the proper method and to take any corrective action 
necessary to obtain proper administration of the wheat program. 

It is true that two representatives of the Commodity Stabilization 
Service from Washington, D. C., informed the chairman of the Mis- 
souri State Committee that it would be proper for the State committee 
to remove the Boone County Committee if they had in their posses- 
sion clear, documented evidence of willful manipulation of normal 
yields by the county committee to support the removal action. | All of 
the documented evidence supporting the removal is dated June 7, 
1956—approximately 8 months after the removal took place. 

It is my conclusion after reviewing all of the facts and evidence 
available that the State committee did not have a supportable basis 
for their removal action at the time it was taken and therefore the 
charge of “obvious manipulation’ is not sustained. Messrs. Lynn 
Drane, Arcie Nichols, and E. 8. Wilcoxon are returned to their offices 
as chairman, vice chairman, and regular member of the Boone County, 
Mo., ASC Committee effective upon their receipt of this decision. 
Messrs. Spiva and Brushwood will resume their status as alternates 
and Mr. E. R. Smith, who was specially elected because of the removal 
action, is hereby relieved as a committeeman. | 


Cray H. Strackuovsse, 
Acting Deputy Administrator, Production Adjustment. 


Date: July 11, 1956. 
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AppEenprx I 
JUNE 14, 1956. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr Benson, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: I regret very much you did not consider it 
important enough to appear before the Senate Subcommittee on the 
Farmer-Committee System. 

Chairman Hubert Humphrey postponed the date to meet your con- 
venience; and I, in turn, postponed 2 days of the air power inquiry to 
do the same. 

On November 1, 1955, you sent me a telegram which read as follows: 

“Three regular members of Boone County Agricultural Stabiliza- 
tion Committee were removed from office by unanimous action of 
Missouri State ASC Committee, October 14, 1955. Basis for their 
removal was the obvious manipulation of normal wheat yields on 
farms having excess wheat so those producers would be excused from 
paying proper penalties on their farm marketing excess. Decision to 
remove the Boone County Committee was made by the Missouri State 
ASC Committee on the basis of evidence in their possession. Wash- 
ington representatives of commodity stabilization service concurred 
with State committee’s action. 

“(Signed) Ezra Tarr Benson.” 


On the basis of that telegram, the character of these men has been 
blackened. 

But the facts most certainly do not bear out this blanket accusation 
on your part. 

I was anxious to have you appear to see, to listen, and if you so 
desired, to question these convicted men. 

This Boone County case is only one of many in Missouri which 
appear totally unjustified. I refer to other arbitrarily discharged 
committeemen. As you know in my State there have been 55, 
29 percent of all those discharged in the Nation during the past 3 
years. 

There was considerable talk at the hearing about the heavy work- 
load of those in the Department of Agriculture; and I can understand 
that, based on some previous experience in the executive branch. 

No workload I have ever had anywhere, however, compares with 
that incident to the work of a Senator; and in the case of this hearing, 
we had adjusted our plans to suit yours. 

In my opinion, no democratic form of government should become 
so big that in turn it becomes casual about the unwarranted destruc- 
tion of the reputation of people. 

If these Missourians are guilty, this attack on their character is one 
thing. But if they are not, no matter what the relative size of their 
position in life as against that of others, it is only decent and right 
that you should exonerate them. 

Otherwise, what is our way of life all about? 

I talked with Under Secretary of Agriculture Morse concerning 
this matter, believe he now has a better understanding of it, and 
would appreciate your discussing it with him. 

Sincerely, 
Stuart SyMINGTON, 
United States Senator. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1956. 
Hon. Stuart SyMINGTON, 
United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR SymrineTon: I have your letter of June 14, 1956, 
with reference to the recent hearing by the Subcommittee on the 
Farmer-Committee System of the Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

The Department gave most careful attention to the hearing and 
Under Secretary Morse devoted 2 full days to the hearing and General 
Counsel Farrington and several other Department officials spent all 
or virtually all of such time in addition to careful preparation to com- 
ment upon or answer questions. 

I regret that I was unable to be present at the hearing. However, 
I have been fully informed as to the problems considered and as you 
were informed Under Secretary Morse was authorized to speak for 
me at the hearing. I do not feel that the Department has in any way 
failed to give adequate attention to the hearing or the issues there 
involved. 

Concerning the matter of the removal of the Boone County Agricul- 
tural Stabilization Committee, the telegram quoted by you of Novem- 
ber 1, 1955, in response to your request stated the reason which the 
State committee had used for the removal action. This reason was 
correctly repeated in the telegram and was not intended to state my 
personal judgment on this case nor to foreclose the review of the case 
on appeal. I am informed that the former committee members of 
Boone County have recently presented their appeal under the regula- 
tions, that this appeal was heard and that a decision therein is to be 
made shortly. 

I strongly commend the efforts of Senator Humphrey’s subcom- 
mittee in focusing attention on situations in the farmer-committee 
system which warrant scrutiny. I wish to see the operations of farmer- 
committees continue in sound condition as a vital part of the adminis- 
tration of national agricultural programs. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ezra T. Benson, Secretary. 


O 
















































[COMMITTEE PRINT] 


REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON OFFICER GRADE LIMITA- 
TION, SENATE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, TO 
CONSIDER THE REPORTS SUBMITTED BY THE MILITARY 
SERVICES IN RESPONSE TO SECTION 404 OF THE OFFICER 
GRADE LIMITATION ACT 


(JoHN STENNIS, Chairman; Sam J. Ervin; James H. Durr) 


A letter dated January 28, 1955, and signed by Chairman Russell, 
appointed a subcommittee consisting of Senators Stennis (chairman), 
Ervin, and Duff to consider the reports submitted by the military 
services in response to section 404 of the Officer Grade Limitation Act. 
The subcommittee met pursuant to that directive on February 1, 
1955, and received testimony in executive session. The transcript 
was subsequently edited for classified defense information, which was 
deleted and the unclassified transcript printed. Subsequent executive 
meetings were held February 23, March 9 and 11. 


GRADE DISTRIBUTION; CONTROL OF TEMPORARY PROMOTIONS 


The problem of the grade distribution of officers, and the numbers 
to be authorized in the several grades, is complicated both by changing 
force levels and by the need to maintain a degree of stabilization and 
career incentive, while keeping within the necessary budgetary 
limitations. 

Prior to the enactment of the Officer Grade Limitation Act there 
had been no adequate numerical control of temporary promotions 
excepting for that imposed by annual appropriations acts and, with 
respect only to flag and general officers, the numerical limitations 
imposed by the Senate Committee on Armed Services. The Officer 
Grade Limitation Act was intended to obviate the need for such 

ear-to-year limitation by providing a permanent sliding scale 
ased upon the total numbers of officers on active duty with each of 
the Armed Forces. 

The numbers authorized in each grade by the Officer Grade Limita- 
tion Act were intended as ceilings rather than as minimums. Section 
404 of the act requires annual reports from the services, thereby giving 
to this committee an opportunity to advise with the services in ad- 
vance as to whether the Senate should consent to the nomination of 
whatever specific numbers are planned by such services for the coming 
fiscal year. 

To avoid becoming involved in a maze of highly confusing statistics, 
this outline will be kept brief; however, the conclusions it sets forth are 
supported by detailed computations contained in the printed hearings. 
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Projected officer ratios conform to previous patterns 


The estimated total strength of the Armed Forces as of December 
31, 1954, was 3.17 million and is expected to drop to 2.95 million by 
June 30, 1955, and to 2.86 million by June 30, 1956. The total 
number of officers to be on active duty reflects that general pattern 
of decreasing strength in all services except the Air Force. The ratio 
of total officer strength to total enlisted strength conforms to the pat- 
tern established during the past 30 years, and shown in appendix A 
of the hearing in the tabulation of percentages of officers compared to 
total strength at annual intervals since 1923. Also, the totals of all 
grades, projected for the remainder of fiscal year 1955 and for fiscal 
year en are below the ceilings set forth in the Officer Grade Limita- 
tion Act. 


SUBCOMMITTEE VIEWS ON THE PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


With respect to grades below flag rank, the subcommittee would not 
recommend that any additional restrictions be imposed by the com- 
mittee at this time. The projected totals in the grades and equiva- 
lent grades of captain, commander, and lieutenant commander for 
fiscal year 1956 are well within the limitations imposed by the law 
and in view of a possibility of changing force levels there is no present 
basis on which to modify them. Furthermore, as a practical matter, 
except for Navy and Marine Corps appointments, the Committee on 
Armed Services advises and consents with respect to these grades 
only insofar as permanent promotions are concerned, whereas the 
projected totals include temporary promotions. 

However, with respect to flag and general officers, the subcommittee 
feels that the year-end totals contemplated for fiscal year 1956 should 
be the subject of continuing scrutiny, and that only the minimum 
numbers needed for the remainder of the current calendar year should 
be consented to at this time. Such numbers can be reviewed when the 
annual reports required by section 404 are submitted next January 
and the totals for 1956 agreed to. 


Previous numerical limitations on flag and general officers 


The following tabulation shows the limitations imposed by the 
Armed Services Committee during the 82d Congress on the numbers 
of positions for flag and general officers, exclusive of officers in five- 
star rank and retired officers recalled to active duty. This total of 
1,219 constituted the high command of a force which reached a 
Korean-conflict peak of 3.7 million in strength, including a peak 
officer strength of 362,800. 

Coe tog nmegita Dk ARDS etd wie k 496 | Marine Corps- 
SR eaten Misia deh 280 | Air Force 


Present numbers of flag and general officers 

The Officer Grade Limitation Act superseded the temporary restric- 
tions shown above, and at the present time the services are supporting 
(or have actually on active duty) the numbers of flag and general 
officers shown below, excluding those in five-star rank and retired 
officers. This total of 1,250 constitutes the high command of our 
current active duty force of approximately 3.2 million in strength, 
including 330,000 officers. 


IN a <a bison oh cesar gar ra ela la osm Se 496 | Marine Corps_-_- 
MONT. 6c oc uKnes ars ckoee hes WROTE BOOUG.. Wo 5 asc co dh 410 
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Projected numbers of flag and general officers 

The pone figures for fiscal year 1956 indicate that the services 
desire the numbers of flag and general officers shown below, excluding 
those in five-star rank and retired officers. This total of 1,287 would 
constitute the high command of an active-~<luty force projected at 
2.86 million, including 325,700 officers. 
BVO onsae .. 494| Marine Corps 60 
OS 290 | Air Force 143 
It will be noted in the above tabulation that neither the Army nor 
the Marine Corps exceeds the committee limitations established 
in the 82d Congress; actually the Army intends to man two less 
positions for a total of 494. 


SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 


Interim numbers of flag and general officers 


The subcommittee does not feel that the numbers proposed for the 
end strength of fiscal 1956 should be consented to at this time, but 
that an interim figure should be announced. It is therefore recom- 
mended that the Secretary of Defense be informed that in advising 
with respect to the nominations of flag and general officers, the 
committee will not consent to numbers in excess of those listed 
below, which numbers the committee regards as numerical ceilings to 
be imposed until further notice. 


BE a cic Ser ce Cs eos pate 1 01 op ua eres Gime 494| Marine Corps_- 60 
mayest aU ae J Pee Peres... - 425 


Three-star and four-star appointments 


There is an additional feature relating to the appointments in certain 
general-officer grades which the subcommittee feels lacks uniformity 
as between the Army and Air Force on the one hand and the Navy and 
Marine Corps on the other hand. 

Under the terms of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, the President 
may designate certain assignments as positions of ‘great importance 
and responsibility” and authorize the appointment of either 3-star 
or 4-star officers to fill such positions. The Navy and Marine Corps 
custom with respect to such 3-star and 4-star positions is to nominate 
an individual for a specific position and when such individual subse- 
quently is reassigned to a comparable position, to submit to the Senate 
a new nomination, even though no change in grade is involved. The 
Army and Air Force, however, utilize the broad temporary promotion 
authority provided by section 515 of the Officer Personnel Act, in 
addition to the special authority for creating 3- and 4-star positions 
provided by section 504. As a consequence, once an Air Force or 
Army nominee has been advanced to 3- or 4-star grade he may be 
reassigned in that grade at the discretion of the executive branch 
without further reference to the Senate. Inasmuch as the urgency 
brought on by the Korean hostilities is no longer a pressing factor, the 
subcommittee is of the opinion that the Army and Air Force should 
revert to the practice of submitting individual nominations under 
section 504 only, and should resubmit for Senate confirmation the 
names of such 3- and 4-star officers as are to be reassigned to new 
positions in those grades. This assures that the Congress will con- 
tinue to exercise its full responsibility of advice and consent with 
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respect to the manner in which these very senior grades are being 
allocated. 

The text of a letter to the Secretary of Defense carrying out the 
above two recommendations appears below. 


Reference is made to section 404 of the Officer Grade Limitation Act and to the 
reports submitted thereunder by the military departments to the Senate Com- 
mittee on Armed Services concerning the numbers of officers to be promoted to 
the several grades by the end of fiscal year 1956. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that in advising with respect to 
flag and general officers to be reported for confirmation, the committee would at 
this time regard the following as the maximum numerical limitations within 
which it would recommend that the Senate give its consent. These totals are 
exclusive of those officers serving in five-star rank and retired officers on active 
duty, and are regarded by the committee as ceilings which will govern pending 
further advice in this matter. 


a re a a cel ar es 4941 Marine Corps.._.............. 60 
iia eniciti ; ee! lll Eee 425 


1 Excludes TAR. 





With respect to Army and Air Force officers holding office in any general-officer 
grade who are being nominated to fill positions of importance and responsibility 
referred to in section 504 (b) of the Officer Personne! Act, the committee would 
request that authority for such nominations be limited to section 504 of such act. 
Assuring comparable interservice grade-structure criteria 

There is a final consideration which the subcommittee feels should 
be pointed out at this time, along with a recommendation as to what 
can be done about it. 

Reduced to its simplest terms—perhaps even at the risk of some 
oversimplification—the overall ratio of flag and general officers to 
total strengths, or to total officer strengths, is not clearly understand- 
able, either as between the Navy Army, and Air Force strengths, 
or as between the strengths during Korea when compared with present 
and projected strengths. By the same token, it is not easy to com- 
prehend why the Navy and Air Force need more flag and general 
Officers in 1956 than they needed at the Korean-conflict peak, and why 
the Army needs within two of that number. 

The services vigorously contend that each must determine for itself 
the number of flag and general officers which it needs to carry out its 
mission. The subcommittee fully concurs with that concept. On the 
other hand, the subcommittee believes that it is both reasonable and 
proper to expect from the executive branch specific assurance that 
there has been a review at some higher level of the numbers independ- 
ently requested by each service. Actually, the Career Compensation 
Act provides a uniform scale for the pay of flag and general officers, 
and it would seem that a comparable sort of common denominator 
can and should be developed so that the rank structure of the high 
command will be based upon reasonably uniform criteria. 

The subcommittee feels that the Secretary of Defense is the proper 
authority to develop such uniform criteria, and suggests the following 
letter to him: 

The purpose of this letter is to invite to your attention an apparent imbalance 
in the numbers of flag and general officers in the Navy, Army, and Air Force as 
compared with the numerical strengths of such forces and their combined strength. 
Marine Corps totals have been excluded from portions of this particular com- 
putation because the Marine Corps does not have the same overhead and logistical 
responsibilities as do the Navy, Army, and Air Force. 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense, Progress Reports and Statistics, as of 
January 19, 1955, reports that the estimated strength of the Defense Department 
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(less Marine Corps) on December 31, 1954, was approximately 2.95 million. At 
that time the number of flag and general officers on duty (less five-star rank and 
Marine Corps) was approximately 1,200. Prorating this latter figure among 
the Navy, Army, and Air Force according to the estimated strengths of such 
services and comparing the resulting figures with the numbers of flag and general 
officers then on duty (or the number of such positions then being supported by 
the services) the following tabulation is derived: 





Flag or general officers 

i Total (less 5-star rank 
ts service ; 
Tilitary service strength 


Prorated Actual 


(1) (2) (3) (4 


Army : : . 1.31 533 | 196 
Navy , . 686 281 | 295 
Air Force.-_- ; jeisiensiiaeiciaomds saan ieaaaids ata . 950 386 410 





1In millions. All figures are approximate, Retired officers on active duty are included, 


A comparison of columns (3) and (4) shows a variation which is difficult to 
account for and which becomes even less understandable when one considers that 
the force levels for the Army and Navy referred to above are approximately 75 to 
80 percent of the Korean conflict peaks, at which:time the Army had an allocation 
of 496 general officers, the Navy 280 flag officers. 

To credit the Navy with the overhead and logistical responsibilities it carries 
for the Marine Corps, a similar analysis is shown below in which the strengths of 
the Navy and Marine Corps are combined, and retired officers on active duty are 
not included. 


Flag and general officers (1,250) 


Total 


Military service strength ! 


Percent pro- 


> o ny s 
Prorated Actual rated figure 


(1) | (2) (3) (4) | (5) 





Army ‘ Hos ide 1.31 517 496 95. 94 
Navy and Marine Corps sceacor en aad . 907 358 2344 | 96. 09 
RIP TWANG os cws sen = eet may . 950 375 410 109. 33 





1In millions. All figures are approximate, 
2 Excludes retired officers on active duty. 


The situation becomes still more perplexing when account is taken of the fact 
that even with additional Army and Navy cutbacks projected for the end of 
fiseal year 1956, the Army will retain substantially the same number of generals, 
the Navy plans to inerease by approximately 5 flag officers, and the Air Force, 
rising again to approximately its Korean-conflict peak, plans on a total of about 
50 more general officers than it had at that time. 

If the above comparisons are computed exclusively on the basis of officer 
strengths, an imbalance remains, although its center of gravity shifts materially. 
On December 31, 1954, the estimated officer strength of the Defense Department 
was approximately 351,600. Prorating the flag and general officer strength 
against this total and comparing the resulting figures with the flag and general 
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officers then on duty (or the number of such positions then being supported by 


the services), the following tabulation is derived: 


Total 


Military service strength ! 


I i sineeciiari think aiabipdcitibiilnipedicrala iam 125. 6 
Navy and Marine Corps.-._- os an 93.5 
Air Force i ‘ ‘i iat 132. 5 


!In thousands. All figures are approximate. 


Flag or general officers 
(less 5-star rank) 


Prorated Actual 
| 
(3) (4) 
450 496 
336 355 
475 | 410 


Retired officers on active duty are included. 


A comparison of columns (3) and (4) identifies the imbalance which is being 


commented upon herein. 


A similar computation made with respect to the projected strengths for fiscal 
year 1956 suggests that the situation does not materially change. 


| 


Flag or general officers (less 
| 5-star rank) 





Military service | ieee ee eee ee 
{ 
| Prorated Actual 
| | | 
(1) | (2) (3) 
pstntebiciemeeeditel i ————| Af 
Army PR n Jos closed 113.4 | 425 
Navy and Marine C orps_- siete iat eae nal 90. 0 336 
Air Force_____-- disclaim din aac ean ci 143.0 | 536 143 


‘In thousands. All figures are approximate. 


Retired officers on active duty are included. 


The committee realizes that there are differences between the organization and 
operations of the Navy, Army, and Air Force resulting in differing requirements 
for senior officers. However, the committee is not able to identify any differences 
between these services which account for this degree of apparent imbalance, not 
only as between the services but as between present totals, projected totals, and 


Korean-confiict peaks. 


The committee has in a separate communication indicated the numbers of flag 
and general officers to which it would reeommend the Senate give its consent during 


the remainder of this calendar year. 


In the meantime it would be greatly appreci- 


ated if the Department of Defense could conduct an overall survey of this problem 
so as to make its findings available at such time as the committee considers the 
report submitted pursuant to section 404 of the Officer Grade Limitation Act in 


January 1956. 


Referring to the recommendation made in the report of the 
Subcommittee Appointed to Survey Policies and Procedures Rega 


ing Promo- 


tions of Flag and General Officers of the Armed Services, 82d Congress (see 
bottom of p. 35 of enclosed subcommittee hearings), such study as has been 
made in response to that recommendation has not served to clarify the situation, 


O 





